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The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 
LONDON, JULY 5, 1890. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Country Patarrye of Durham and Sadberge figures for the 
first time in the list of Court of Appeal No. 2 on the occasion of 
an appeal from the Chancellor of that county palatine under the 
Palatine Court of Durham Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 48), s, 11. 
This Act came into operation in August last, and provides that 
appeals from the Chancellor of Durham shall be made to the Court 
of Appeal, with a further appeal to the House of Lords, and that 
in future no such appeal shall be made direct to the House of Lords, 


i? 





Tue ists of the two divisions of the Court of Appeal are 
gradually dwindling, and it is already announced, as regards both 
divisions, that the Jast case in each printed list will be among the 
next to come into the daily paper. It appears probable that Court 
of Appeal No. 1 will, after a short time, bave disposed, not only of 
those appeals which are in the printed list, but also of those which 
have been set down since. In Court of Appeal No. 2 there are 
several important and heavy cases which will help to provide 
employment for this divisicn until the Long Vacation. 





SoME INTERESTING information as to the business brought before 
the Statutory Committee of the Incorporated Law Society will be 
found in the report of the council for the past year. It appears 
that, since the 1st of February, 1889, when the Solicitors Act, 
1888, came into operation, there have been no fewer than 183 
applications made to and considered by the committee, including 
22 by solicitors applying to have their names removed from the 
roll at their own request. It is satisfactory to learn that in 80 
cases the applications did not disclose any such cause of complaint 
against the solicitor as required an answer from him, and that, 
out of the 63 cases heard, in 20 only the committee found them- 
selves obliged to report adversely to the solicitors. The extent 
and importance of the protection to the reputation of solicitors 
afforded by the new tribunal may be judged from these statistics. 





Tue Inrestares Estates Bill, which has just passed the House 
of Commons, has for its sole object that of making a provision for 


| the widow of a man who dies intestate and without issue to the 


extent of £500, in addition to the other rights that she takes in his 
real and personal property. The practical effect of this Bill, if it 
passes into law, will be that in the case of very small estates all 
the property of a man who dies intestate and without issue will 
vest in the widow. Having regard to the great probability that 

26. 
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some change in the law as to the administration of the estates of | elsewhere) a Divisional Court (Lord Coxeniner, C.J., and Wits, 


intestates will shortly be made, so as to do away with the present 


J.) has held that the usual attornment clause in a mortgage deed, 


inequality between the husband and wife, we should hardly have | although void in so far as it purports to confer upon the mortgagee 


thought it worth while to introduce this Bill. 





a power of distress over the personal chattels upon the mortgaged 
premises, is yet effectual to create the relation of landlord and 
tenant between the parties, and that the mortgsegee is therefore 


WE ne crap to see that Mr. Munton has given notice of hie | entitled to sue as landlord to recover possession when the rent— 


intenion to move, at the approaching meeting of the Incorporated 
Law Society, that, in place of the meeting hitherto held in April, 
the council should organize ‘‘one or more annual subscription 
conversaziones.” This is, we presume, a slip of the pen for ‘one 
or more conversaziones in each year.” We are entirely with Mr. 
Morton as to tke desirability of promoting social intercourse and 
professional amity among members of the society ; and we think 
that the suggested meetings would be an important step in this 
Girection, though by no means s0 effective as the solicitors’ common 
room which we recently ventured to advocate. The principal 
difficulty appears to be as to the amusements to be provided for 
the guests at the conversaziones. As to this we would euggest 
that the example of the Royal Society conversaziones might well 
be followed. Experiments and demonstrations on suljects cogaate 
to the learned society should be provided. One member of the 
coutcil might exhibit a new process for extracting an appoint- 
ment from certain chief clerks within the unprecedentedly short 
rang of one calendar month; another might expound the 
atest device for circumventing the rota and getting before a 
particular judge; in another room there might, perbaps (for 
this occasion only), be shewn a President cooking his annual 
address ; and in yet another, a most interesting experiment might 
be provided, shewing the remarkable effect on the nerves of the 
esteemed treasurer of the society of the shock occasioned by a pro- 
peal to expend funds in establishing a solicitors’ commen room. 


Tux Covat or Arreat, in acase of Filburn v. People’s Palace, Sc., 
Oo. (reportid elsewhere), has been a little hard upon the elephant 
in classing him with the lion, the bear, and the wolf, animals 
enumerated by Lord Hate as beasts fere nature, which a man 
keeps at his peril. The lion and the wolf do not seem to have 
come directly under judicial notice, but the bear has been dis- 
linetly put out of court. The case of Wyatt v. Rosherville 
Gardens Oo. (2 Times L. R. 282) shews that the keeper of a 

_ Menagerie may have to pay £500 for the pleasure of exbibiting 
him, and the averment that a particular specimen of the race had 
been for many years tame and docile did not avail his owner in 
Besozzi v. Harris (1 F. & F. 92), the case in which the animal 
was chained in the grounds of a house on the Steep Holme in the 
Bristol Channel, and, unfortunately, took a piece out of an 
excursionist. But the elephant might be supposed to have a 
record which would entitle him to more favourable consideration. 
In his wild state he is doubtless not altogether desirable as a 
companion, but be has been sufficiently tamed to render many 
eervices to man, and stands in u very different position to animals 

~ which are quite irreclaimable. But for the tame elephant of India 
the Court of Appeal cares nothing. In England, however docile 
he may be, he is but a specimen of a savage race, and cannot 
escape the stigma of his past state of wildness. The cow, the 
hsree, and the dog have been with us for generations, and have so 
won a character for respectability. In the long course of the 
ges the Master of the Rolls appears to think the elephant may 
attain the same high level, but till he has done so it matters not 
what progress he makes abroad. The result is doubtless right 
cnough, though the reasoning is not altogether clear. However 
domesticated the whole race of elephants might become in India, 
it seems that this would make no difference in their legal credit 
here until members of the race had actually been born, and for 
macy generations domesticated, in England. Conversely the | 

English cow, and probably even the English sheep, ought, upon 
their introduction into a new country, to be treated as retaining the 
savage character of their distant ancestry. These animals might 
join the elephant in saying that such a doctrine was hardly in 
accordance with the comity of nations. 





Once mone the Bills of Sale Acts have been the subject of 


that is, the interest on the mortgage—is in arrear. It was sought 
by the defendant to bring the whole attornment clause within 
section 6 of the Act of 1878, and to shew that it was altogether 
void for want of compliance with the provisions of that and the 
later Act as to bills of sale. But Witts, J., pointed out, in the 
course of his judgment, that an attornment clause may be regarded 
in two aspects—as simply creating a tenancy, and as conferring 
the usual incident of a tenancy, a power of distress; and it 
is only in the latter capacity that it is affected by section 6. 
That section provides that an attornment, whereby a power of dis- 
tress is given and a rent reserved, shall be deemed to be a bill of 
sale ‘‘of any personal chattels which may be seized or taken under 
such power of distress.” While, then, these words, as explained 
in Re Willis, Ex parte Kennedy (36 W. R. 793, 21 Q. B. D. 384), 
render attornment clauees invalid in respect of chattels seized under 
them, it is reasonable to contend that, apart from such seizure, 
they are not bills of sale at all, and sufficient authority for so 
dividing their effect is found in Re Burdett, Ex parte Byrne (36 
W. R. 345, 20 Q. B. D. 310), where a mortgage which was void 
as to personal chattels was held to be valid as to trade machinery 
of a kind excepted from the operation of the Bills of Sale Acts. It 
was eaid by Lord Cotenincr, C.J., in the recent case, that real pro- 
perty is not within the scope of the Acts, and, though it must be re- 
membered that fixtures and growing crops are affected by them, tbis 
is, of course, true as toland in general. Thus the case can be distin- 

guished from Davies v. Rees (17 Q. B. D. 408), where it was held 

that, under section 9 of the Act of 1882, not only the charge on 

personal chattels is avoided, but also the covenant for payment. 

There the bill of sale had no subject-matter except the personal 

chattels, and was void in ¢oto ; here, in respect of the land, it is no 

bill of eale at all, and its provisions are good. The decision 

appears to be correct, and will do something to restore confidence 

ia the utility of attoroment clauses. 








Revertine to the Bill to amend the Settled Land Acts, to which 
we referred Jast week, clause 4, which provides, in effect, that 
when the tenant for life assigns or charges his interest on mar- 
riage, or by way of family arrangement, the instrument by which 
this is effected is to be deemed one of the instruments creating the 
rettlement, and not an assignment for value, seems to require some 
explanation. It will be remembered that by section 50 of the Act 
of 1882 the concurrence of the assignee for value of the tenant 
for life is, in most cases, required to the exercise of the powers of 
the Act. This occasionally gives rise to some difficulty. A tenant 
for life charges an annuity to his son during their joint liver, or 
pin-money to his wife, on his estate. This makes the son or wife 
an assignee for value of the estate of the tenant for life, and 
prevents him from exercising the powers of the Act without the 
concurrence of the son or wife, as the case may be. No doubt, if 
the instrument creating the charge is properly framed, this incon- 
venience may be obviated; all that is necessary is to ivsert a 
declaration that the charge is not to affect the exercise of the 
power. We are inclined to think that this declaration has often 
been omitted, as some of the standard works on conveyancing 
consider it unnecessary. Where this is the case this clause of the 
Bill (which is retrospective) will cure the defect. Clause 5 of the 
Bill cures an omission ip the Act of 1882. Section 3 of the Act 
enables the tenant for life to sell an easement over the settled 
land, but there is no power to create easements (except mining 
rights, under section 17) over land given or taken in exchange or 
on partition. The present clause enables this to be done. We 
consider that this provision will be extremely useful. Common 
experience shews that on partition it is generally necessary 
for the owner of one share to have rights of way granted to 
him over the other share. Clause 6 enables the tenant for life to 
make conveyances for the purpose of giving effect to contracts en- 
tered into by prior tenants for life which bind the inheritance. 





judicial decision. In the case of Mumford vy. Collier (reported 


The object of the seventh clause is to enable ordinary occupation 
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leases for terms not exceeding twenty-one years to be made free 
from some of the restrictions in the Act of 1882. But the utility 
of the clause will be much impaired by the provision that the 
lessee is not to be exempted from punishment for waste. In a 
case of Davies v. Davies (36 W. R. 399, 38 Ch. D. 499), where 
the lease was made under the Settled Estates Act, 1877 (40 & 41 
Vict. c. 18, s. 46), which provides that ‘‘the demise be not made 
without impeachment of waste,” it was held that a provision 
exempting the lessee from liability for ‘fair wear and tear and 
damage by tempest” rendered the lease void. It was strongly 
urged in that case that the law does not render a tenant for years 
liable for permissive waste, and that the provision in the lease 
merely stated the law. But the judge (Kexewicn, J.) held, in a 
judgment in which he discussed the older authorities, that this 
view is incorrect; that a tenant for years is liable for permissive 
waste, and that the provision exempting him from this liability 
rendered the lease void. It would render the present Bill much 
more useful if the provision as to waste was confined to commissive 
waste only. This might be done by letting the clause run as fol- 
lows :—‘‘ So that the lessee be not exempted from punishment 
for waste except permissive waste.” 





In THE coRRENT number of the Law Quarterly Review Mr. 
Burcuer replies to the recent article by Mr. Kenztm Dicy on the 
law of criminal conspiracy, and attempts to shew that no such 
extension of it has taken place in Ireland as the latter writer 
asserted. The truth is certainly with Mr. Diesy in that the 
English courts have never decided that an agreement to break a 
contract is an indictable offence, but the law, as it exists in 
England, lends probability to Mr. Burcuer’s argument, that if the 
case of a combination among tenants to withhold their rents had 
arisen in England, our judges would have charged juries in the 
same manner as the Irish judges have done, The law of conspiracy 
is well known to be most unsettled. A rough definition of the 
offence was given by Denman, C J., in Jones's case (4 B. & Ad. 
345), when he said that ‘‘the indictment ought to charge a 
conspiracy either to do an unlawful act, ora lawful act by unlawful 
means.’”’ As to this he said in Peck’s case(9 A. & E. 686) that be 
did not think the antithesis very correct, and in King’s case (7 
Q. B. 782) that it ought to be qualified by the words “‘ at least.” 
But the great objection to it is that it leaves the principal word 
‘‘ unlawful’ quite undefined. Does this mean that the act must be 
criminal, or will it be sufficient if it merely constitutes a civil 
injury? The latter is the point of doubt. Mr. Wnricur, after 
examining the authorities, says (Law of Criminal Conspiracies, p. 41) 
that on the whole they strongly favour the view that a combination 
to injure a private person (otherwise than by fraud) is not as a 
general rule criminal unless criminal means are to be used, though 
he notices certain dicta to the contrary, notably those of Erte, J., 
in Duffield’s case (5 Cox, 404), and Rowland’s case (ibid. 436). In 
Roscoe’s Criminal Evidence (11th ed., p. 400) it is said that a 
combination to commit a civil injury is an indictable conspiracy in 
many, though it is impossible to say precisely in what, cases, and 
upon this state of the law the comment is made that it ‘‘ leaves so 
broad a discretion in the hands of the judges that it is hardly too 
much to say that plausible reasons may be found for declaring it to 
be a crime to combine to do almost anything which the judges 
regard as morally wrong or as politically or socially dangerous.” 
This gives the key to the manner in which the Irish judges have 
acted. When in his charge to the jury in Parnell’s case (14 Cox, 
508) the late Lord Firzerraxp said, ‘‘ It is a criminal offence when 
two or more agree to do an injury to a third party or class, though 
that injury if done by one alone of his own motion would not be 
in him a crime or cffence, but would be simply an injury carrying 
with it a civil remedy,” he was laying down an extremely disputable 
proposition. Mr. Burcuer eays this ruling is merely a repetition 
of what be has shewn to be established by the highest English 
authorities, but he certainly puts his case too high. A conspiracy 
to commit sn injury, that is, to violate a right, is not necessarily a 
criminal offence, though the English trade-union cases shew that if 
the injury is one that greatly affects the public interest the judges 
will not be slow to bring the conspiracy over the border line and 
declare it te be indictable. This accordingly is what the Irish 
judges havedone. Although their dicta may e the law some- 
what more broadly than is warrantable, and they have applied it 





ina manner in which it has never been applied in England, yet it 
must be remembered that the case with which they had to deal 
has not occurred in England, and that if it did it is extremely 
likely that English judges would do as they have done. 





Aw important principle with regard to the non-disclosure of ic- 
formation supplied to the Public Prosecutor has been established 
by the case of Marks v. Beyfus, in which the Court of Appeal 
have upheld the decision of Huppieston, B., and of the Divisional 
Court, consisting of Lord Corerrper, C.J.,and Maruew, J. It has 
long been settled Jaw that, on grounds of public policy, protection 
must be afforded for information which leads to prosecutions for 
offences against the State, and this was admitted by all the five 
judges in Rex v. Hardy (24 St. Tr. 816), although they differed 
in the application of the principle to the particular case. Evyne, 
C.J., stated it broadly in the words, ‘‘ Those questions which tend 
to the discovery of the channels by whom the disclosure was made 
to the officers of justice are not permitted to be asked,’”’ and in Rex 
v. Watson (32 St. Tr. 102) Lord Exrenzoroven said, ‘‘ There will 
be no safety in communicating the most important intelligence to 
Government, if such matters are not kept secret, and if the 
channels of communication are to be revealed.” Both of these 
cases were prosecutions for high treason, and it was, therefore, 
clearly necessary in the interests of the State that no disclosure 
should be compelled, but the same rule has been observed in 
revenue cases, and, indeed, it is with these that it appears to have 
taken its rise. In Attorney-General v. Briant (15 M. & W. 
169), which was a case of this kind, it was said that the rule was 
clearly established that in a public procecution a witness could not 
be asked such questions as would disclose the informer, and con- 
sequently it was held that he could not be asked if he was himself the 
informer. Inthe same case it was remarked by Potzock, C.B., 
that the name of the Sovereign was used in ordinary prosecutions, 
but yet, as it might be used by any prosecutor, the.rule would 
not apply; it applied, indeed, only when the Government was 
directly concerned, and then whatever the nature of the offence. 
The present extension of it to prosecutions undertaken by the 
Public Prosecutor is one upon which there clearly might have been 
some doubt. In the above cases the offences were such as directl 
concerned the State, and it would not have been difficult thus to 
restrict the principle to be deduced from them. Ultimately, how- 
ever, this must be based en the public interest rather than on the 
nature of the offence, and as long asthe Public Prosecutor only acts 
in rare and exceptional cases, there is perhaps sufficient reason for 
extending to him the protection for which he contended. 


In tue case of Re Parsons, S'ockley v. Parsons (reported else- 
where), Kay, J., has followed Jxsser, M.R., in holding that next 
of kin to be ascertained at a fictitious date take no interest in the 
property, not even a contingent one, until the date assigned has 
arrived. The question arose under section 5 of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, under which a woman married 
before the Act is entitled to hold as her separate property any pro- 
perty her title to which, whether vested or contingent, accrues 
after the commencement of the Act. Property was left by the 
will of a testator, who died in 1879, to a tenant for life, with re- 
mainders over, and in case of the failure of these to take effect, 
there was a trust for the persons who would have been bis next of 
kin had he died at the date of such failure. The tenant for life 
died in 1886, and the remainders failed to take effect. One of the 
next of kin, who thereupou became entitled, had been married in 
1857, and died in 1889, leaving a will. The question there 
arose whether her title had accrued before 1882, so as to vest 
share in her husband, or whether it accrued subsequently to that 
date, so as to allow it to pass under her will. In ordinary cases 
of gifts to next of kio, of course, the maxim ‘‘ Nemo est heres 
viventis” applies, and, as long as the ancestor is living, there can be 
no more than a spes successionis, which does not confer an actual 
interest of any kind. Jzsset, M.R., had to consider the point in 
Clowes vy. Hilliard (4 Ch. D. 413), where the next of kin in a 
similar case attempted to bring an administration action before the 
date when they were to be ascertained bad arrived, and it was 
held that they had no interest which would entitle them to do so. 
The hypothesis is that the testator lives on until the date which he 
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has assigned, and the provisions of his will must be worked out as 
though the hypothesis were fact. An opposite decision was given 
in Ireland in the case of Re Beaupré’s Trust (21 Ch. D. Ir. 397), 
but Kay, J., had no hesitation in differing from it. In the present 
instance the married woman acquired no title until the death cf 
the tenant: for life in 1886, and consequently she took her share as 


separate property, and it passed under her will. 





‘t Tas 1s a case,” said a learned and epigrammatic judge during 
the present week, ‘‘ which may be characterized as one in which 
the game is not worth the candle, and in which, if the present 

i were before a jury, it would be their duty to disagree. 
The defendant will be well advised to pay the plaintiff what he 
will take, and the plaintiff will be well advised to take what he 
can get.” Result, a compromise. Would it not be well for suitors 
if judges, instead of directing expensive inquiries by experts to 
supplement evidence already given, were more frequently to adopt 
this common-sense course ? 








FRAUDULENT EXECUTION OF POWERS. 


Tue recent decision ef Norrn, J., in Re Crawshay, Crawshay v. 
Crawshay (38 W. R. 600, 43 Ch. D. 615), upholding the execu- 
tion of a power of appointment by which persons other than the 
objects of the power were in the result benefited, appears to shew 
how far the appointor may safely go in this direction. A testator 
had, under a settlement, power to appoint by will a sum of £35,000 
among his children. By his will he left £150,000 upon trust for 
his daughter Jessy for life, with remainder in favour of her issue. 
He then, after recitieg his power in respect of the £35,000, ap- 
pointed £10,000, part of it, to the same daughter, but directed 
that it should be paid to the trustees of the £150,000, and be held 
by them upon the trusts declared with regard to that sum. A 
further sum of £10,000 was appointed to another daughter in a 
similar manner; and the will went on to provide what was to 
happen in case these appointments should turn out to be in excess 
of the power. In such case, and in case any persons having a right 
to object to the settlements of the sums appointed should do so, the 
testator appointed the two sums to his son Robert absolutely, 
adding the words, ‘but who will, I am assured, settle the same 
voluntarily in the manner in which I have attempted to settle the 
same as aforesaid, s0 as thereby to carry out my wishes.” The 
testator died in 1867, and his son Robert executed a declaration of 
trust of the sum of £10,000 in favour of Jessy, by which it was 
to go to her and her issue in the manner indicated by the will. The 
result therefore was, in obedience to the wish of the appointor, to 
give only a life interest to Jeesy, one of the objects of the power, 
and to carry the remainder to her iesue, and this was sanctioned by 
Nonru, J., who held that, while the appointment in favour of Jessy 
was bad. that in favour of Robert was good. 

In Duke of Portland v. Topham (12 W. RB. 697, 11 
L C. 32) there occur some dicta of the law lords which, 
: tight, do not seem easy to reconcile with this deci- 

Thus Lord Wesrsvrr, C, said that the appointor, the 

of the power, must “act with good faith and sin- 
, and with an entire and single view to the real pur- 
and object of the power, and not for the purpose of 
bing or carrying into effect any bye or sinister object 
sinister in the sense of its being beyond the purpose and 
power) which he may desire to effect in the exercise 
“' And Lord Sr. Leowanps said, “A party having 
this must fairly and honestly execute it without 
ulterior object to be accomplished.” In the present 
the will made it quite clear that the testator 
an ulterior object to accomplish, and these 
therefore, to apply. How their effect can be 
i uires some little consideration. 
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It is porsible at once to put aside the case in which the object 
at the is actually corrupt. Of this a well-known 
exemple is furnished by Wellesley v. Lord Mornington (2 K. & J. 


itment was mate by « father to a son who 
was nee he y diseased, and who died within « year. 
It was held the father’s object was to get the property for 
Bimeelf se sdministrator to the son, and the sppointment was 


declared to be bad. Another case, too, which is perfectly clear is 
that in which the appointment is made in consequence of an 
arrangement between the appointor and the appointee. But with 
regard to this it is pertinent to refer to the distinction pointed 
out by Kyieur Broce, L J., in Pryor v. Pryor (12 W. R. 781, 2 
D. J. & 8. 205), in a passage on which Norra, J., relied: “ The 
donee of a limited power of appointment may well execute it in 
favour of an object of the power, though he believes and knows 
that the appointee will at once dispose of the property in favour 
of persons who are not objects of the power. But if, besides 
this belief and knowledge, there is a bargain between the ap- 
pointor and appointee that the appointee shall make a disposition 
in favour of persons not objects of the power, and the just result 
of the evidence is, that the appointment would not have been made 
but for the bargain, then the appointment is bad.”’ Here it is plain 
that two cases are broadly distinguished, that to which we have 
just alluded, where there is an arrangement between the appointor 
and appointee, and the case in which, without such arrangement, 
the appointee does, in fact, dispose of the property outside the 
power, and the appointor believes and knows that this will take 
place. But as to the grounds upon which this belief and know- 
ledge are based nothing whatever is said. If the appointee takes 
absolutely, and only makes the disposition desired by the appointor 
because their wishes in the matter naturally coincide, then there 
ean obviously be no objection, and the case falls rightly enough in 
the first class described by Knicur Bruce, L.J. But if such dis- 
position by the appointee, although not in pursuance of any actual 
arrangement, is yet in some way due to pressure brought to bear 
by the appointor, or, if in any other way, the appointee is not a 
free agent, then we have an intermediate class of cases which does 
not appear to have been contemplated by Knicur Bruce, L.J., and 
which his dictum can hardly be said to cover. Moreover, there are 
express decisions that the appointment will here be held bad, 
although, at the time when it was made, no communication had 
been had with the appointee in respect to the appointor’s wishes. 
These occurred in Re Marsden’s Trust (7 W. R. 520, 4 Drew. 
594), and in the two cases between the Duke of Porrzanp and 
Colonel Tornam, one of which has been already referred to. 

In Re Marsden’s Trust a married woman who had power to 
appoint a fund among her children desired to secure a provision 
for her husband. To this end it was proposed that the whole 
should be appointed to the eldest daughter, on condition that she 
should, on attaining her majority, make over to her father one- 
half of the property and give him a life interest in the other half. 
The appointor was advised, however, that this could not legally be 
done, and an appointment was made to the same daughter abso- 
lately, it being the intention that she should be told, after her 
mother’s death, of the object of the appointment. In deciding 
upon the validity of the appointment Kinperstey, V.C., held that 
the same rule must apply as would be applicable to any discre- 
tionary trust, and that the court would not control or interfere 
with the exercise of the. discretion unless it could be shewn 
that the trustee had exercised it corruptly or improperly, or 
in a manner designed not to carry the trust into effect, but to 
defeat it. But, under the circumstances narrated above, he held 
that the appointment was clearly intended to defeat the purpose 
of the power, and that, although there was no bargain with the 
appointee, nor was there any design of benefiting the appointor, 
yet the appointment was bad. The decision was accounted for by 
Nozrn, J., in his recent judgment on the ground of the special 
nature of the influence which would be brought to bear on the 
daughter, the appointee. The communication by her father of her 
deceased mother’s wishes would leave her little choice of action. 
In the comments on the case that were made by the Court of 
Appeal in Roach v. Trood (24 W. R. 803, 3 Ch. D. 429) it was 
in the same manner considered that to have upheld the appoiat- 
ment in such a case would have been to give effect to the inten- 
tions of the father and mother, and to have d-feated the real 
purpose of the power. 

The cases between the Duke of Ponrtanp and Colonel Tornam 
were decided upon the similar ground that the appointee, although 
no party to any bargain, was yet not a free agent. The first was 
carried to the House of Lords and gave rise to the dicta quo‘ed 
above. The ground of the decision was that, although there was 





an absolute appointment, yet under the circumstances of the case 
the appointee cover vogantel the property as actually her own to 
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do what she liked with, but considered herself simply an instru- 
ment for carrying out the wishes of the sppointor. ‘‘ She was,” 
said Lord St. Lxonarps, ‘‘no more an appointee of the funded 
property than I am. She was an agent, or a hand, made use of 
for the purpose of carrying into effect what might be a very proper 
thing; for anything I know, on the part of the duke, but which 
he was not justified in doing under the form of an execution of the 
power.” Afier the decision of the House of Lords fresh appoint- 
ments were made, but James, V.C., and the Court of Appeal (18 
W. R. 235, L. R. 5 Ch. 40) considered that the same condition of 
things, so far as the moral freedom of the appointee was con- 
cerned, still existed, and the new appointments also were held 
void. It may be noticed that in the judgment of Lord Harnentey, 
C., Re Marsden’s Trust was referred to without any doubt as 
shewing that the existence of the improper intent on the part of 
the appointor, though merely evidenced by communication to the 
appointee after the appointment, and though the appointee had 
not beforehand been privy to the arrangement, was sufficient to 
vitiate the appointment. 

While, then, the dicta in the above cases seem to go to the length 
of shewing that an appointment may be bad solely on the ground that 
the purpose of the appointor in making it was to exceed the limits 
of the power, yet, if they are judged by the special circumstances 
which gave rise to them, it is possible to have regard aleo to the 
influence which the knowledge of the appointor’s purpose will have 
upon the appointee, and the present decision of Norn, J., shews 
that this is the proper course to adopt. The relation between the 
two parties may be such that the intimation of the appointor’s 
wishes will leave the appointee practically no choice but to carry 
them out; the latter is then a mere instrument in the hands of the 
former and the appointment will be bad. This, however, is a matter 
to be decided on the circumstances of each case, and, in the opinion 
of Noxru, J., the freedom of a son in disposing of a fund otherwise 
well appointed to him is not unduly impaired by the fact that 
his father, the appointor, has in his will intimated what are his 
wishes with regard to it. It seems probable that the authorities 
referred to above could without difficulty have been made to count- 
enance an opposite decision, and hence the result usefully shews the 
limits which are to be assigned to them. Although the assistance 
of the court may be properly invoked to avoid the diversion of 
property from its intended objects by reason of undue influence, 
there can be no reason to extend this interference to cases where 
the property has passed under the control of persons, proper objects 
of the power, who are perfectly competent to use their own discre- 
tion as to how to ceal with it. 








MARRIAGE SETTLEMENTS BY FEMALE INFANTS. 


Tax Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, has raised a question 
of some nicety as to the rights of a woman who marries without a 
settlement to give receipts for money during her infancy, and has 
rendered it difficult to make a settlement binding on her without 
applying to the court. These difficulties did not exist before the 
Act. On marriage the husband became entitled to the rents and 
profits of her freeholds, and, according to the custom of most 
manors, of her copyholds, during their joint lives; he became 
able to dispore of her leaseholds for years, and was entitled to the 
rents and profits of them during their joint lives; he became 
absolutely entitled to her chattels personal in possession, and to 
such of her choses in action as he reduced into possession during 
the coverture, or, if he survived her, to any belonging to her at 
her death. The practical result was that on marriage the 
husband became entitled to the income of the wife’s property ; 
that he could give receipts for all moneys becoming due to her ; 
and that a settlement of her personal property, including lease- 
holds for years, was his settlement, and was therefore binding on 
her, except (in the case of her surviving him) as to her choses in 
action not reduced into possession during the coverture. 

It is by no means clear whether the marriage of a female infant 
determines the powers of her guardians over her property, but the 
probability is that it does not. The rights of a guardian a ee 
by a father under 12 Car. 2, 0. 24, 8. 8, are not defeated y the 
marriage of a male infant (Hyre v. Shaftesbury, 2 P. Wms. 103, 
Gilb. Eq. Rep. 172, 2 W. & Tu. L. O. Kq.); they extend not only 
over his pers'n, but over his property (see section 9). In Mendez 








v. Mendez (1 Ves. sen., at p. 91) Lord Hazpwicxe expressed an 

inion that the marriage of a female infant would “ determine 
Sequetanie™ ; but as, owing to the nature of the rights of 
the husband over his wife’s property, she could not, as the law 
then stood, have had any property over which the guardian could 
exercise any powers, this saying must, we consider, be taken to 
mean the rights of the ian over the person of the infant— 
rights which, if existed after the marriage, would be repug- 
nant to the rights of the husband. Assuming that the reason why 
formerly the rights of a guardian over the of a female 
pe ay Brea ime ye her marriage was that r her marriage she 
had no property over which the guardian could exercise those 
rights, it appears probable that where a female infant marries since 
the Married Women’s Property Act came into operation, her 
guardian retains the same powers over her property that he had 
before the marriage. If the rights of the guardian remain in 
force, notwithstanding the marriage of the infant, he can give 
receipts for any money becoming payable to her, whether as 
income or otherwise. But how is he to apply it for her benefit? 
On the other hand, if the rights determine by the marriage, who 
can give a receipt for these moneys? not the husband, because 
they do not belong to him ; not the wife, owing to the incapacity 
arising from her infancy. 

There is another question which requires careful consideration. 
Suppose that a female infant marries after the Married Women’s 
Property Act came into operation, and that on her marriage @ 
settlement of property is made which is binding on her, either 
because the property is settled by a person sui jurts or because the 
settlement is made under the ts’ Settlement Act, under which 
income is given to her, to whom is that income to be paid? Is it 
to be paid to her guardian, or is it to be paid to her, and can she 
give a receipt for it? The probability is that the payment to her 
and her receipt are good. We are not aware of any authority on 
the point, but it has been for many years the unquestioned 
practice of trustees to pay to an infant wife the income 
on her by her marriage settlement. The Dewy may probably 
receive a different answer if she is enti to the income of 
property which is comprised in a settlement not made on her 
iage. In this case the income ought probably to be paid 
to her guardians, unless it is applicable, as it generally will be, 
for her maintenance under the 48rd section of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881; in this latter case the trustees are at liberty to apply 
it “for her benefit.” Probably they are at liberty to pay it to her 
husband, but until a decision on the point has occurred it will 
not be safe to act on this opinion. 5 ee cas 

A settlement made by an infant on her marrisge is voidable only, 
not void, and is not within either section of the Infants’ Relief Act, 
1874: Duncan v. Dizon (44 Ch. D. 211). But bearing in mind 


case he falls into difficulties, it will hardly be eafe te. 
doctrine. It was decided in Hancock v. Hamanek (38 Ch. D. 78) 
that, owing to the saving in section 19 of the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, as to settlements, a rettlement has the 
same operation es it had before the Act, end that apd ‘ 
to the wife was bound by the hushand’s covenant to settle it; 
it must be remembered that in that case the settlement was muie 
before the Act, and it by no means follows that the section will 
apply in the same manner to a settlement made after the Act. 
This latter view as to the operation of the Act is —— by the 
opinion of Lixvtey, L.J. (Re Armstrong, 21 Q. B. D., at p. 270), 
that “the words of the Act ‘interfere with or 
ment’ mean invalidate or render inoperative any settlement.” 
The true view eppears to be that the Act says n 

roperty is to be subject to the settlement, it does not enable a 
husband to settle any interest in his wife’s property except 
which he tekes, but, on the other hand, it provides that, w 
once the Lary ay Belper the settlement is to take effect as 
the Act had not ls ; 

Occasionally the wife can be put to her election 

settlement (see the cases collected 2 “a Comp., 
ed, p. 581, note). Formerly, where 


alty only, the probabili the 
area thes bes bested took in her property, that it was 
interest to confirm it, and as all the interest that the husband 
in her pro was bound by the it was 
interest to endeavour to induce her to it. 
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the existing law there appears to be nothing to induce her to 
confirm it, or to induce her husband to refrain from urging her to 
repudiate it. 

Under these circumstances it is often now necessary to apply to 
the court under the Infants’ Settlement Act (18 & 19 Vict. 
¢. 43) for the purpose of making a settlement of the wife’s 
oe course leading to expense. The nature of the settle- 
ment that will be authorized by the court in ordinary cases is 
perfectly well known ; it therefore appears to us that an Act might 
usefully be passed enabling a female infant to make a marriage 
settlement containing the usual provisions, to be prescribed by the 
Act or by general rules, without the necessity of going to the court. 
If such an Act were passed, it would be convenient also to enable 
income belonging to an infant married woman to be paid to her. 
The case of capital presents greater difficulties: perhaps it might 
be paid to her guardians. 








REVIEWS. 
THE YEAR BOOKS. 


Yzar Books or THE REIGN or Kinc EDWARD THE THIRD. YEARS 
XIV. and XV. Edited and translated by LukKE Owen PIKE, 
MLA, Barrister-ai-Law. (Eyre & Spottiswoode.) 

This volume is of considerable interest to the student of legal pro- 
cedure. The introduction contains an account of the proceedings 
( ed in the text at p. 258) taken by the king against 
Wi iby, formerly Chief Justice of the King’s Bench, and several 
other judges and persons of importance, for misconduct in their 
Offices. The trial took place before = commission of oyer and 
terminer. It appears that Lord Wake, and possibly some other 
peers, by some authority which is not now known, sat as assessors to 
the commission. Willoughby was arraigned, not on an indictment, 
but on an allegation that the facts “‘ had, by clamour of the people 
about the same,” been shewn to the king. In Edward the Second’s 
time it = been __ ae if peg deeds = notorious the 
king might reco e fact, and that thereupon judgment might be 

ced without trial against the offender. In the sete case 

It was not attempted to dispense with the trial, but only with the 

imi inquisition. Willoughby, without admitting this to be 
law, threw himself on the king’s mercy. The introduction 
contains a most elaborate account of the difference between com- 

mistions of oyer and terminer and trailbaston, a difference of im- 

to the antiquarian. 

_ At the present day, if a statute does not commend itself to the 

jadges, it is apt to be frittered away. In 1341 the Chancellor, 

Treasurer, and some of the judges made a very effective protest 

against a statute as being contrary “‘to the laws and usages of the 

- simatees right to ee aioe @ statute ought to 

ive appears to have recognized by Parliament 

(see the introduction, p. lviii. et seq.). <a ! 

i » the one for philologists, the other ior 

antiquarian lawyers. What is the meaning of the name 

ia aug Ty oa p. 112; and why do “‘arures” not Jie in 


The case at p. 34, pl. (10), gives some reason for thinking that 
cofessor Maitland i: correct in his opinion (6 Law Quarterly 
Review, 24) that the earlier fect of fines are of some authoritative 
value. In the case cited, ‘‘land was rendered by fine to one in 
tail, remainder to another in fee simple, rendering to the donor a 
cértain rent, and as to the rent the fine was refused,” evidently be- 
cause not be reserved to the donor. 
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On the 26th ult , before Lord Coleridge and Mr, Justice Wills, on 
case to the list which was heard and 
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that companies were not intended to have the benefit of those sub- 
sections | 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


AN ITALIAN DECISION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitore’ Journal.] 

Sir,—On May 24 you published a letter from Mr. 8. R. Pollard in 
which that gentleman commented with some severity on a judgment 
recently pronounced by the Roman Court of Cassation in an action 
between a British plaintiff and an Italian defendant [anie, p 486]. The 
case your correspondent apparently had in view is that of Fothergill 
Hartas v. Corpi (reported in the Foro Italiano, vol. 13, part 1, 48, 
and vol, 15, part 1, 37), at least, the facts stated by him tally with 
the facts there reported, and the passage quoted by him from the 
judgment of the Roman court corresponds verbatim with the judg- 
ment reported by the Italian journal. I must add, however, that 
your correspondent’s statement of the facts omits—assuming the 
cases to be the same—all reference to the one fact on which the 
decision of the court was based. 

This essential fact is, that the plaintiff's claim was founded on 
time bargains made by him, in this country, on defendant’s account 
as his stockbroker. The Roman court held that such bargains are 
gaming or wagering contracts; and that, as such, they are pro- 
hibited by art. 1802 of the Italian Civil Code, and cannot be enforced 
by the Italian courts, even if they have been made abroad and are 
valid according to the lex loci contractus ; for art. 12 of the Dispositions 
for the Promulgation, Construction, and Application of the Laws in 
general enacts that “ in no case shall the laws of a foreign country 
derogate from the prohibitive laws of the realm concerning persons, 


ropes. or deeds.” 

he Court of Appeal of Ancona, which, as your correspondent 
mentions, had previously decided the case in the plaintiff’s favour, 
had done so on the ground that art. 1802 of the Civil Code could 
not be held to apply to time bargains, seeing that a right of action 
on such contracts is given by a special law of 1876; but the Court of 
Cassation held that this right of action is strictly conditioned on 
compliance with the formalities prescribed by that Act, and that, as 
the contract in question did not comply with those formalities, it 
constituted no exception to the oad prohibition of gaming or 
wagering contracts. 

It is apparent from the foregoing that the judgment of the Court 
of Cassation does not amount to a decision that ‘‘an Italian subject 
cannot be sued in the Italian courts in respect of a debt contracted 
in a foreign country, unlees such debt has been incurred in conformity 
with the law and forms necessary by the Italian law,” and that it is 
at least hyperbolical to say that the Roman judges ‘‘ wholly pass 
over and ignore the law of the land where the debt was incurred.” 
The judgment in question merely illustrates the limits set by art. 12 
of the afore-mentioned Dispositions to the application of the principle 
aid down by art. 9, that the legality of a contract is to be determined, 
both as regards its substance and its form, by the lex loci contractus. 

4, Essex-court, Temple, July 1. T. Boston BRUCE. 





IS A COMPANY’S SEAL EQUIVALENT TO ITS WRITTEN 
SIGNATURE ? 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—The definition of a trade-mark is given in the 64th section of 
the Act ry follows :— F i ‘ jm 

(b) ‘‘A written signature or copy of a written signature of the in- 
dividual or firm fo. 0 ing for re; Ietration thereof as a trade-mark.” 

The Companies Acts provide that:—‘‘ .. no company, 
association, or partnership consisting of more than twenty persons 
shall be formed, after the commencement of this Act, for the purpose 
of carrying on any other business thathas for itsobject the acquisition 
of gain by the company, association, or partnership, or by the in- 
dividual members f, unless it is registered as a company under 
this Act or is formed in pursuance of some other Act of Parlia- 
ment,” &c. 

The seal of a limited company becomes its signature, and, I appre- 
hend, should be accepted by the comptroller as entitled to registra- 
tion as a trade-mark under sub-s:ction (b) of the 64th section. : 

I should be of the opinion of any of your readers on this 
point, with a reference to any decisions affecting the —. 

JAMES THORNE 

85, Gracechurch street, London, E.C , June 26, 


[There does not appear, so far as we can discover, to be any case 
in point, but it may be noticed that, while section 62 (1) enables 
any person (under which term a body corporate is by section 117 
included) to apply for registration, section 64 (1) (for which section 
10 of the Act of 1888 has now been substituted) — in sub- 
sections (a) (+), of an “individual or firm,” and it would thus appear 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 


FILBURN ». THE PEOPLE’S PALACE AND AQUARIUM CO. (LIM.)—No. 1, 
30th June. 


Trespass—Anmats Fera= Naturnz—Insurny—Liapmity or OWNER OF 
AN™AL. 


Action for —— for personal injuries. The plaintiff, as a visitor, 
was in the grounds of the defendants’ aquarium, when a performing 
elephant belonging to the defendants rushed at him and injured him. 
There was no negligence on the part of those in charge of the elephant, 
The action was tried before Day, J., when the jury, in answer to certain 
questions, found that the particular elephant was not a dangerous animal 
to man, or known to the defendants to be erous; and that the 
plaintiff did not bring the accident on himself. The jury assessed the 

at £125. Day, J., upon further consideration, gave judgment 
for the plaintiff. 

Tue Oovrt (Lord Esuen, M.R , and Linpiey and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the hae pone ee Lord Esuer, M.R., said that, according to the law of 
England, animals might be divided into two classes. The first class con- 
sisted of those animals as to which a person who kept one of them must 
do so at his peril ; and whether he knew that it was dangerous or not was 
immaterial. The second class consisted of animals not of a dangerous 
nature, though a particular member of the class might be dangerous, and 
the law was that a person who kept an animal of that clase was not liable 
for injury done by it unless he knew that it was dangerous. This class 
cons of two divisions: those animals that were not dangerous any- 
where, such as pheasants, rabbits, &c.; and those that, by reason of 
being bred in England through a long series of years and tamed, had 
come to be univereally re ized as a race not being of a dangerous 
nature, though the race might be dangerous in wild countries. Instances 
of this division were oxen, dogs, horses, rams, &c. Unless an animal was 
brought within one of these two divisions it fell into the first class. Now 
it could not be said that elephants as a race were not dangerous anywhere, 
nor could it be said that, by being born in England for a long series of 
years, they had as a race become tamed in England and recognizéd here 
as not being erous. That being so, they fell within the first class, 
and the person who kept one was liable for any mischief done by it. The 
defendants, therefore, were liable. Linpiey, L.J., concurred. Bowen, 
L.J., concurred. The broad ae governing this case was that laid 
down in Rylands v. Fletcher (L. R. 3 H. L. 330), If a man brought on to 
his land anything which might do mischief to his neighbour, that person 
did so at his peril, and was liable for any mischief done. The subject of 
dangerous animals was a branch of the law to which that proposition was 
epp cable. People must not be wiser than the experience of mankind, 
and if, according to the experience of mankind, certain animals as a race 


were dangerous, the person who kept one of those animals did so at his | p 


il. The elephant still remained as a class wild and untamed, though 
dividual elephants might be brought to a degree of tameness amounting 
to domestication.—Counsrt, Montagu Lush; Lockwood, QO., and Cyril 
Dodd. Soxrtcrrors, Hamlin, Grammer, § Hamlin, for Dunn & French, Leeds ; 
Speechly, Mumford, § Co., for Mumford § Johnson, Bradford. 


A. GIBBS AND SONS v. LA SOCIETE INDUSTRIELLE ET COMMERCIALE 
DES METAUX—No. 1, 26th June, 

Conriict or Laws—ConTRACT MADE AND TO BE PERFORMED IN ENGLAND— 
DsgrENDANTS DOMICILED IN Forsten Country—Discuarae or Dsrenpants 
1n Forgign Country—Bar To Action 1n ENGLAND, 

Action to recover damages for non-acceptance of certain copper. 
The defendants, who were a company domiciled in France, from time to 
time entered into contracts with the ae a London firm, to purchase 
certain quantities of copper from them at s ied prices. he con- 
tracts were made in London througb a firm of metal brokers there, and 
the — was to be delivered aud for in England. Subsequently, 
on April 15, 1889, a decree of judicial liquidation was ——— against 
the defendants in the French court, and a judicial liquidator was ap- 

inted. Prior to that date the defendants had made default in taking 

livery of the copper under some of the contracts, and after that date 
they notified to the plaintiffs that they would not take the deliveries that 

wers coming due under the other contracts. The arising b 

reason of the non-acceptance of the — by the defendants poe Be 

to £40,000, £21,000 of which arose from the breaches of contract after the 
date of the liquidation. The Pega action was ht to recover the 
al ve Semsease, ont De ffs also sent in a proof for this amount in 
the liquidation in France. The liquidator admitted the proof to the 
extent of £19,000, but as to the £21,000 for breaches arising after the 
liquidation, the liquidator rejected the proof, on the ground, as was stated, 
that by the law of France the contracts were cancelled by the liquida- 
tion unless the vendors elected to deliver the to the liquidator, in 
which case they could only prove for the The defendants con- 
tended that, as the defendents were domi in France, and as the 
evidence of the French lawyers shewed that the defendants pen Mg the 
liquidation, discharged from liability under the contracts, the was 
barred in England ; that, at any rate, the claim so far as the 
$21,000 was barred; and that, even if the claim was not ged in 

France, the court ought, under the circumstances, to stay the proceedings 

in Englend, Stephen, J., who tried the case without a jury, gave judg- 

ment for the plaintiffs. 

Tun Count (Lord Keuen, M.R., and Linpiay and Lorrzs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. rd Ksuen, M R., said that the principle was that the law 





of the country in which the contract was made or was to be so performed as 
to become a contract of the country in which it was to be performed. If 
Se ot oe ome Te tee ee from the contract, the 
eps vane ee many mete ee ea Sane 
upon it. e a 
reality agreed that the law of that 
contracts were made in England, and 
said, however, that a discharge in the country 
would operate as a bar to an action here. 7 that the defendants 
were discharged by the law of France, the question of domicil seemed to him 
to be immaterial. That was the view of Lord Kenyon in Smith v. Buchanan 
(1 East, 6), and adopted by Lord Blackurn in Bartley v. Hodges (9 W. RB. 
693, 1 B. & S. 375). In the present case, therefore, the law 
applied, and there was no under the contracts. The action was, 
thecetose, maintainable. Nor could he see any ground for sta: pro 
ceedings. Linpiey, L.J., concurred. These contracts were English con- 
tracts, made and to be ‘ormed in The defendants were 
domiciled in France, and he would assume by the law of France this 
action would be barred if brought in France. There was no authority for 
saying that that operated as a bar to an action in ae kaee = fe such a 
contract. The question of domicil seemed to him was, 
therefore, no defence to this action according to English law. It was 
further said that the proceedings should be stayed either before or after 
judgment. He could see no ground for staying the action before judg- 
ment, and thus preventing the plaintiffs from a rights 
under the contracts. Nor was there any reason shewn 
should be stayed. If the goods taken in execution were vested in the 
liquidator, the liquidator could come in and claim them, and the plaintiffs 
would not get them. No injastice would be done by allowing execution 
to issue. Lorzs, L.J., concurred.—Oounsat, R. T. Reid, QO, and RB. 8. 
Wright ; Kennedy, Q C., and Tindal Atkinson. Soxicrrors, Johnson, Budd, 
$ Johnson ; Murray, Hutchins, § Stirling. 


Re HEAD'S TRUSTEES AND MACDONALD'S CONTRACT—No. 2, lst July. 


Venpor anp Purcnassr—Spasciric Psrrormance—W1tt—Constavucrion— 
Cuarce or Dests on Reat Estatrs—Avrnoniry to TRusTees To PAY 
Desrs—Conrract wits Trustsrs—Farmure Tro sHEw Goop 
Sunsritutrion or TrrLe or BengricraRres. 

The question arose -in this casc whether a testator had by his will 
charged his debts on his real estate, so as to his trustees 
the real estate. The testator, after beq g & specific 
wife, devised all his real estate, and gave all the residue of his 
effects, to two trustees, their heirs, executors, and administrators, 
trust as to his real estate to receive 
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and to hold the same in trust for 
in equal shares. The will : 
hereby authorize my said trustees or trustee to release or compound any 
ee eee cics- ath we adie oat aie ate 
take such security > ee = and 

upon my estate, an Ta 

Soneme shall in their or discretion fit.” 
pointed the same two persons b 
of November, 1889, leaving his widow surviving. The will = 
and on the 17th of December the trustees offered the testator’s estate 


be completed on or before the 24th of January, 1890. abstract of 
title was delivered on the 22ad of December. 
whether the testator’s widow was still living, the vendors replied she 
would join in the conveyance to the 

that the wil gave Ge Soniete ae yeas © ee Sake 

widow. The vendors, on the 6th 


debts on real estate, and gave the trustees power to sell the real 
estate for payment of debts, Shitty, J., made the order asked by the 
summons. 
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there was no direction to pay ‘the debts. (2) The other point 
rose | After the purchaser’s solicitors had taken the objection that 
could not make a good title, the vendors said that they could 
8 good title if the testator’s children would concur. It had not even 
‘ascertained who the children were, and there was this still 
, that the title which would have to be investigated would 
children, not that of the trustees. This was a different 
which the purchaser had agreed to take. Fry, LJ., said 
scope of the clause in the will which was relied on was 
) to facilitate the management and winding up of the estate. In 
’s opinion the words did not charge the debts on the real 
object was to authorize the trustees to determine what claims 
ought to be allowed, and to pay them out of such funds 
le to pay them. There was no intention to make the real 
d out of which the debts were to be paid. No decided case 
been d in which an authority to trustees of a will to pay debts 
been held to create a charge of debts on real estate. As to the other 
if at an early stage of the proceedings the vendors had offered the 
of the beneficiaries, and had shewn that they were willing to 
and had offered the purchaser an opportunity of investigating 
his lordship was not clear that the contract could not have been 
enforced. But it was not till after the time for completion had expired, 
the purchaser having already, so far as he cou!d, repudiated the contract 
and demanded the return of his deposit, that the vendors’ solicitors pro- 
posed the concurrence of the testator’s children. This was too late. 
Lorzs, L.J., concurred.—Oovnsrt, Cozens-Hardy, QO, and O. Leigh 
Clare ; Romer, Q.C., and Sefton Strickland. Souicrrors, Burton, Yeates, ¢ 
Co. ; Roy & Cartwright. 


Re THOMPSON, BEDFORD ». TEAL—No. 2, 27th June. 


—Cuanrraste Lecacy—Impvre Personarty — CorPoraTION 
Bonnse—9 Gro. 2, c. 36—Municrrat Corporations Act, 1835, 5s. 92— 
Momictreat Corporations Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 50), 83. 139, 140, 


appeal from.a decision of Stirling, J. (38 W. R. 249), the 
question being whether certain co ion bonds could be validly be- 
queathed to ge el ne nee e bonds in question were :—(l) A 
mortgage of the Bradf yee for £400, dated the Ist of April, 1887, 
and expressed to be made the Bradford Improvement Act, 1850, and 
in exercise of all other powers vested in the corporation or enabling them 
in that behalf, and to be a mortgage of the borough fund of the borough, 
and the rates, rents, profits, and other moneys forming that fund or 
ea a ee therefrom. The Bradford Improvement Act, 1850, 
the corporation the local board of health of the borough, but 

authorize them to charge the borough fund. The corporation 

were, however, authorized as the local authority to charge the borough 
fund by the Tramways Act, 1870, and by a provisional order made there- 
under by the Board of Trade. There was evidence that the corporation 
possessed of (inter alia) the following real or leasehold 

town-hall of Bradford, the markets or market-places 

situate in Bradford, acquired by the corporation under the Bradford 
acquired by the corporation 
for the — of effecting an enlargement of the town-hall and improve- 
streets of the borough, but which had not yet been used for 

that purpose, and were, in the meantime, let to tenants of the corporation 
at or other rents. (2) A mortgage of the Dewsbury tion 
= dated the 7th ee Nog se be made under 
Batley Corporation Waterwor ct, , an Dewsbury and 
Heckmondwike Waterworks Act, 1876, and to be a mortgage of heen 
and burgesses in the rates, rents, and 

< esemaer means of the waterworks of the Dews- 
aterworks Board, andalso, as acollateral security, 
fund or general district rates and public 
section 111 of the Act of 1876 the corpo- 
charge the borough fund asa collateral ty. 
rrr yt I 

or () editamente 

- Sw ae an now in —— as ong. Sy 
freehold land acquired e corporation for the purpose; e 
borough offices of Dewsbury, held by the corporation for an unexpired 
term of years under a lease thereot granted to the tion. Some 
ae. of the borough offices which are not required or constantly used 


remade own use or that of their officers and servants 
ase sublet by the corporation to the School Board, the Waterworks Board, 
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of the rpori 
the 10th of May, 1881, and the 9th of 
field Corporation Waterworks Act, 1280 po Ay oe sncmah Aye _ 
8 m es are 
and interest of the mayor, aldermen and burgesses in “y 


A y revenues to be 
received im respect or by means of the waterworks authorized by the 
Act, and also, as a collateral security, the general district rates and district 
fund of the borough. By section of the Act of 1880 it is provided 
that, for securing of moneys borrowed under the authority 
theret, the corporation nay mortgage the war revenues ad tho dati 
fand and general district rate, or et of them, and that the provisions 
contained in sections 246 on of the Public Health Atty 1815, with 
-— mortgages shall mortgages granted u 1 er 
oie het new in statement Tho town ek MB ad 

om the ¥ under- 
takings of the corporation, the proceeds of the general district rate, con- 








tributions from the county authority aud from the Government in respect 
of the maintenance of main roads, and the rent of a cottage, the site of 
which, with other surplus lands, was acquired by the corporation under 
the Pablic Health Act, 1875, for the one of their sanitary department 
or undertaking. Section 92 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1835, pro- 
vides that all corporate property shall be carried to the account of a fund 
to be called the borough fund, and that that fund, subject to the pay- 
ment of the debts of the corporation contracted before the passing of 
the Act and saving all rights, interests, claims, or demands of all persons 
or bodies corporate in or upon the real or personal estate of any body 
congrats by virtue of any mortgage or otherwise, shall be applied to 
various specified purposes, uding the payment of the salaries 
of the mayor, recorder, and other officers; and in case the borough 
fund shall be more than sufficient for the purposes aforesaid, the 
us thereof shall be applied for the public benefit of the inhabitants 
and improvement of the borough. The Municipal Oorporations Act, 
1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 50), contains provisions substantially to the same 
effect (sections 139, 140, and schedule 5). Section 209 of the Public Health 
Act, 1875, provides for the constitution of the district fund. Section 175 
empowers any local authority for the purposes of the Act to purchase or 
take on lease, sell, or exchange any Jands, whether situated within or 
without their district. Stirling, J., held that all the bonds in question 
were obnoxious to the Mortmain Act, on the ground that the borough and 
district funds in the bonds respectively comprised rents of real estate, 

Tue Oourt (Corron, Bowgn, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., said that the judgment of Stirling, J., was that the bonds 
gave an interest in or charge upon land within the meceing of the Mort- 
main Act. The Bradford and Dewsbury bonds fell under the same head, 
because, although in the one case the borough fund depended upon the 
Municipal Corporations Act, 1835, and in the other upon the Act of 1882, 
yet, as regarded the borough fund, the provisions of the two Acts were 
pocwene the same, and in each case there was a charge upon the 

orough fund, and that fund comprised rents of real estate. The 
ag Corporations Acts imposed a statutory duty to apply the 
borough fund in a specified way. The saving clause did not confer upon 
the corporation power to do anything which they could not otherwise 
have done, but merely provided against interference with existing rights. 
It was only intended that the corporation should be able to charge the 
surplus of the fund after applying it to the other purposes. His lordship 
was of opinion that those bonds did not constitute a charge upon real 
estate. As to the Wakefield bonds, his lordehip was not satisfied by the 
evidence that the corporation had any surplus lands, and it was, therefore, 
unnecessary to consider whether section 175 of the Public Health Act, 
1875, should be treated as incorporated with the Wakefield Oorporation 
Act. Bowen, L.J., said that in the case of the Dewsbury bond the 
statutory calls upon the borough fund must be first met, and the charge was 
only upon the floating balance. Fry, L.J., concurred. Oorron, L.J., 
added that the point upon which the decision of the comes! turned did not 
appear to have been brought to the attention of Stirling, J.—CGounszt, 
Cozens- Hardy, Q 0., and Swinfen Eady; Charles Browne; Colt, Soxicrrons, 
Fowler, Perks, § Co. ; Tors §Co.; T. W. § T. B. Nelson. 


Re CRAWSHAY, DENNIS v. CRAWSHAY—No. 2, 2nd July. 


Practice—Oosts—Szt-orr—Oosts PAYABLE BY PARTY ENTITLED TO 
ReceIvE Oosts out or A Funp—R. 8. 0., LXV., 27, sun-ruxe 21. 


In this case a question arose as to a set-off of coats when a party who 
is ordered to pay the costs of an unsuccessful appeal is entitled, under a 
previous order in the same action, to receive costs out of a fund in court in 
the action. Sub-rule 21 of rule 27 of order 65 provides that ‘‘ ia any case 
in which, under the last preceding regulation ’’ that is, the rule relating to 
the costs of improper, vexatious, or unnecessary proceedings), ‘‘ or any 
other rule of court, or by the order or direction of a court or judge, or other- 
wise, a party entitled to receive costs is liable to pay costs to any other 
party, the texing officer may tax the costes such party is so liable to pay, and 
may adjust the same by way of deduction or set-off, or may, if he shall 
think fit, delay the allowance of the costs such Been entitled to 
receive until he has paid or tendered the costs he is liable to pay, or such 
officer may allow or certify the costs to be paid, and direct payment 
thereof, and the same may be received by the party entitled thereto in 
the same manner as costs ordered to be paid may be received.” In 
Batten ¥. Wedgwood Coal and Iron (Co. (29 Soricrrons’ Jovagnat, 100, 28 
Oh. D. 317) Pearson, J., held that, under sub-rule 21, ‘‘ costs which a 
aps A is ordered to pay personally may be set off against costs which he 

entitled to receive out of a fund in court.” In that case, on the hearing 


and | of the action on further consideration, it was held that the plaintiff was 


entitled to certain costs out of a fund in court. Two summonses taken 
pak Berg plaintiff were heard with the further consideration, and were 
a , with costes. Pearson, J., ordered that the costs of the sum- 
monses, which the plaintiff was ordered tc pay, should be set off against 
the coste which he was entitled to receive out of the fund. In the present 
case an appeal was dismissed, with costs to be paid by the < omemes 
Under an order made in the action by North, J, on the 4th of February 
the appellant was entitled to receive some coste out of a fund in court. 
Those costs had not yet been paid to him, but the taxation was nearly 
completed. The counsel for the r t to the a atked the court 
to follow the decision of Pearson, J., and to order that the costs recelv- 
al 


le by the oper under the order of the 4th of February should be 
instead 


the respondent so far as might be necessary to satisfy his 
eel cad te 2 Nand thet 2 dhoehen ht ven to the 
pane =P apape ingly. It was suggosted that a t would 


ly not be able to the costs of the appeal, and that, unless the 
Todee eoteed foy Were made, the taxation quéer the coder of the 4th of 
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February would be completed, and the sppellant would receive the costs 
payable to him under that order before costs of the appeal could be 
taxed, and thus the respondent might lose his costs of the a é 

Tur Oovurt (Oorron, Fry, and Lorzs, L JJ.) were of that, 
under sub-rule 21, it was not necessary that a direction should be given 
by the court to the taxing master to allow a set-off, but that he could do 
so without any direction. And they ordered that the costs directed by 
the order of the 4th of F-bruary to be paid to the appellant out of the 
fund should not be paid for fourteen days, so as to give the spectent an 
opportunity of applying to the taxing master under sub-rule 21 for a set- 
off.—Counsg., Nopier- Higgins, QO, and Townsend ; Cozens-Hardv, QC, 
and H. Fellows; J. Dizon. So.icrrors, Hurford § Taylor; Pontifiz, 
Hewitt, § Pitt; Cookson § Co. ; Ashurst, Morris, § Co, 


Re STEVENS, VENN v. STEVENS—No. 2, 2ad July. 
Stayinc ProcgEpInGs tNDER OrDER—JURISDICTION. 


In this case a question arose as to the power of the court to stay pro- 
ceedings under an existing order, and to substitute for it in eff-ct a 
different order. Upon an originating summons relating to the adminis- 
tration of the trusts of a will en order was made by Kay, J., in Decem- 
ber, 1889, that W. and G., two of the defendants, should enter info a 
covenant with A., another of the defendants, to pay monthly into court 
a certain share of the profits of a business, to which a married woman 
was entitled, until the 3lst of December after the death of the testator's 
widow (also a defendant), who was tenant for life under his will, and 
also that W. and G. should execute forthwith to A. a proper mortgage of 
certain freehold property belonging to them for securing the due payment 
of the monthly payments. Before the mortgage was completed the widow 
died, and the defendants W. and G. applied to Kay, J., to stay further 
proceedings under the order, on their paying into court a sufficient sum 
of money as security instead of executing the mortgage. Some of the 
other parties to the action would not consent to this, and Kay, J., held 
that without their concent he had no jurisdictiou to stay p ings. On 
the appeel reliance was placed on Re St. Nazaive Co. (12 Ch. D. 88) as 
shewing that the court has no juriediction to rchear an order which has 
been passed and entered 

Tue Court (Corron, Fry, and Lorzs, LJJ.) held that, without 
altering the original order, they could stay proceedings under it, on being 
satisfied that a sufficient sum for the security would be paid into court by 
the defendants W. and G.—Counsrt, Latham, Q.0., and Ingpen ; 
Remhaw, Q.0., and Stallard; Medd. Sourcrrors, 8. Hughes § Son ; 


Deacon, Gibson, § Medca'f. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re PARSONS, STOCKLEY v. PARSONS—Kay, J., 2nd July. 


Witt—Construction—Girr to Next or Kin on Dgatu or TRSNANT FOR 
Lire—Contincesxt TrrLe—Marriep Women’s Paropgrry Act, 1882, 8. 5. 


This was an originating summons asking for the decision of the court 
whether one-third of a legacy of £1,600 to which the testatrix was entitled 
under the will of John Stockley was disposed of by the will of Mrs. Par- 
sons or belonged to her husband in bis marital —_ John Stockley by 
his will left £1600 to trustees upon trust for daughter Eliza Bird 
for life, remainder to her husband for life, remainder for her children 
end issue, ‘‘and if there shall be no children or other issue of my said 
daughter who shall attain a vested interest in the said trust moneys, 
funds, and securities, then the same shall be in trust for such person or 
persons as at the time of the failure of the prceding trust would be my 
next of kin and entitled to my personal estate’ under the Statutes for 
Distribution of the Personal Estate of Intestates if I had then died 
intestate, and in the proportions in which they would be: so entitled ” 
John Stockley died in 1879. Eliza Bird died on the 2lst of May, 1886, 
without leaving any husband or having had any issue. One of the next 
of kin of John Stockley, if he had died at the sametime as Eliza Bird, was 
Elizabeth Parsons. She married in 1857, made a will dated in 1887, and 
died on the 10th of September, 1889, leaving a a She was 
therefore married before the passing of the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, and section 5 would make the interest which she took after the 
passing of that Act as one of the next of kin of John Stockley, supposing 

im to bave died at the same time as Eliza Bird, her separate property, 
unless the had a “ contingent title’’ to it before the passing of the Act. 
The question was whether she had then a contingent title. 

Kay, J., said that no one could have any estate or interest at law or 
in equity contingent or other in the property of a living person to which 
he hoped to succeed as heir-at-law or next of kin of such living person. 
He could only bave a ses successionis, The law was the same under a 
limitation by will or settlement. The Married Women's Property Act 
excepted all property the ‘‘ title te which, whether vested or contingent," 
had accrued re the Act. But, without straining the words, a possible 
next of kin of a person who was supposed to die at a future time could not 
be said to have a contingent title. hy should he og that meaning to 
the statute, in order to deprive a married woman cf her right to ceparate 


property? His lordship referred to various authorities in support of this | 


view, and said that the case of Re Beaupre’s Trust (21 Ob, D. Ir. 397), 
although entitled to the highest respect, was not binding on English 
courts, and he had formed on opinion con to that decision. Nemo est 
) eres viventis should be construed literally. ere was no such character 
in law as the heir of a living person or as his statutory next of kin. There 
was a difference between a gift to “children” or “ ws” or even 
*‘ kindred " of A, who should be lying at his death & gift to those 





who should then be his nexf of kin. During A.’s life the children, 
maphous, 2t Mindoed might: hove setpeiant Seteeet te Sse , to 
nee fund, but oer is lactahip agneod with the Trias 

w e propositus was living. 3 lordshi Do ‘ udges 
that ‘title’ in section 5 was equivalent tore terest,” but no one could 
have any interest as heir or next of kin in the ancestor’s lifetime. Such a 
possibility was not within the ordinary covenant to settle after-acquired 
property. The property in this case first accrued in title and interest to 
Elizabeth Parsons on the death of Eliza Bird, and by section 5 of the 
Married Women's Property Act she was eniitled to it for her separate use, 
and it paesed by her will.—Counset, Zownsend ; M. Ingle Joyce ; Upjohn. 
Soxicrrons, Samuel Price ¢ Son; Ullithorne, Currey, ¢ Villiers, for C. B. 
Roche, Daventry. 


GREEN AND 00. ». BALFOUR, WILLIAMSON, AND CO.—Kay, J., 27th June. 


ARRITRATION—WARRANTY—Goops not up To Sampte—Exrent or Sup- 
missIon—Cvustom or TRaDE—JvuRISsDICTION oF ARBITRATORS. 


In this case a question was raised involving an important trade custom 
at Liverpool. The defendants agreed to supply the plaintiffs with tinned 
calmon in the following terms :—‘“‘ 31st of Taly 1889.—Measrs. Richard B. 
Green & Co.—Dear Sirs,—We have this day sold to you on account of our 
principals (Messrs. Balfour, Williamson, & Oo.) about 1,000 cases 48s. 
White oe ber Co.'s flat aor wr Columbia + cag — 
Spring Pack o . Shipmen September. uality 
suunontead good merchantable and equal to average of the Spring 
Pack of 1889 Season C. R. salmon at 22s. per case ex quay Liverpool. 
Payment cash for D/o ex quay Liverpool. If vessel or vessels be lost this 
contract to be void to extent of above salmon that may be declared on 
such vessel or vessels. Usual examination f and 
general brokers’ conditions. Any dispute 
Yours truly, David Scott & Co.”” On the 
salmon had been delivered, the 
Sirs,—Contract 3lst of July, 1889; 1,000 White 
Canning.—We do not consider the tender (as per samples examined by us 
to-day) equal to contract guarantee, and therefore 
tion; and we appoint Mr. William Powell of Messrs. 
Co. to act for us.’’ Scott & Co. thereu 


and on the 11th of A 
accept the salmon and that the sellers make an allowance to the buyers of 


” ‘The 
one shilling and sixpence ye Bee ce award vis ot court and from 


restrain the defendants from 
proceeding to enforce the same. They contended that the contract was in 


menel torens, ond not Sen:the sale of paeHouier arttuies of ghets oemaee 
fo any way, and that thay therefore a legal right to repudiate the 
contenat he nets Sees ee ae sample ; they 
insisted that they not waived this right, but had only referred to the 
arbitrators the question of the quality of the salmon. For 


| 
| 


to arbitration gave a 
and decide whether the were up to sample, whether they should be 


rejected, or whether they should be taken subject to ; and that 
the latter course was usual where the goods were Srrhnantabte although 
inferior ; that the arbitrators had not exceeded their jurisdiction, and that, 
as there was no mistake apparent on the face of the award, the parties 
were bound by it. 

Kay, J., eaid that on the evidence the only question submitted to the 
arbitrators was the uality of the salmon, and they had exceeded 

e 


q 
their authority. If the custom 
custom. The matter must be referred back to the arbitrators upon 


round that they had exceeded their authori ing 
cat teke the ee and the award must be set aside to that 


extent. 

Motion ted, with costs.—Oounsax, Merten, Q.C., and Barnes, 

Qa, and Ingle Joyce. Soxicrrons, Ridsdale Sons, for Macy ¢ Orme 

Liverpool ; Rowelfis ¢ Rawle, for Dickinson, , ¢ Mik, 
Re HIRST’S MORTGAGE—North, J., 28th June. 


Morrcace— Power or Sare—Sarz or Surrace AND MiIneRALS SEPARATELY 
—Prrirron yor Sanction or Covrr—Ssrvios on Morreacon—25 & 26 


Vier. c. 108, 8. 2 


Thi tition b westerene of bat Se presented under the 
; & 26 Viet.c. 108, 0. 3) ae ot he canola ot the event to ae 


| 


Act 25 & 26 

em te oy. The Rede rte dome 5 
ereunder ee ’ arose, 

the petition should be eerved upon the mortgagor. Section 2 of the Act 

provides that ‘‘ every trustee other person now or hereafter to become 

entitled to of land by of sale, exchange, = 


enfranchisement may, unless 
toast on power, v0 Siigene tee ee oe oe = 
an minerals, an or withou! rights 
he making, te ov carrying away of euch minerals, or may 
forbidden as ) dispose of by way of sale, exchange, or 
the minerals, with or without such ts or powers, separately the 
residue of the land, and in either case without udice to any future exer- 
sealdiue ot the en, OS cement ap aed evans @ tO Ua 
m be) the undisposed of land; but this enactment shall not enable eny 
such disposition ag aforeeaid without the previous sanction of the Qourt 
Obancery, to be obtained on petition in a summary way of the trustee or 
. win 


other person authorized as aforesaid, which 
shall extend to the enabling from time to time of 
this cnnctment of any pazt ee parts of the land comprised onder to 
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be made on such petition, without the necessity of any further or other 
application to the court.” In the present case the mo e deed did 
not contain any power of sale, but the mortgagees intended to sell under 
the statutory power conferred by the Conveyancing Act. The deed did 
not contain any prohibition of a sale of the surface and the minerals 
from each other. The petition had not been served upon any- 
In Re Beaumont’s Mortgage Trusts (19 W. R. 767, L. R. 12 Eq. 86) 
Malins, V.C., held that a petition under the Act could be presented by a 
mortgagee, on the ground that he was included in the words “ other 
person authorized to dispose of land by way of sale.’’ In that case the 
etition was presented by firat mortgagees and the mortgager, and the 
Vice-Chancellor held that it was not ne that it should be served on 
uent mortgagees. He was of opinion ‘‘ that every mortgagee standing 
behind another mortgagee is bound to know that the prior mortgagee may 
sell the land comprised in the security with an exception of the minerals.”’ 
In Re Palmer's Will (L. R. 13 Eq. 408) Wickens, V.C., held that the cestuis 
que trustent ought to be made parties to a petition by trustees for the sanc- 
tion of thecourt toa sale of surface apart from the mineralsunderreathit. In 
Re Wilkinson's Morigaged Estates (L. R. 13 Eq. 634) a petition under the Act 
was preeented by first mortgagees and a sub-mortgagee. There were 
some subsequent mortgagees. e mortgagor had settled the equity of 
redemption upon himself and his wife for life, with remainder to the 
children of the marriage. On the hearing of the petition two puisne in- 
cambrancers appeared. One of them supported the petition, the other 
qqenend *. on the ground that the Act did not apply to mortgagees. 
wife and some of the children of the mortgagor also appeared and 
opposed the petition, on the ground that the petitioners had, before 
the presentation of the petition, instituted a foreclosure suit against the 
mortgagor and his wife and children and the other incumbrancers, that 
that suit had been eet down for hearing, and that the petition was not 
entitled in the suit. Wickens, V.C., said that the decision in Re Beau- 
mont’s Mcrtgoge Trusts was conclusive that the Act applied to mortgagees 
as well as to trustees. He was not asked to authorize a sale pending a 
foreclosure suit, which, if his consent were necessary, he should have had 
no difficulty in doing. The Vice-Chancellor added : ‘‘I am also satisfied 
that the order may be made notwithstanding the opposition of one of the 
later mortgagees, or the mortgagor. In this reepect Re Beaumont’s 
Mortgage Trusts is an a fortiori case, because it was there held that the 
ce of the subsequent incumbrancers might be dispensed with. I 
conceive, therefore, that Malins, V.C., would have held, if necessary, 
that the mortgagor could be dispensed with. But, independently of this, 
I should be most unwil'ing to lay down a rule which might give a subse- 
quent incumbrancer with the remotest possible interest, or a mortgagor 
whose equity of redemption might be worth nothing, a position which 
enable him to get bought off by refusing to allow the mortgagee 
to exercise his power of sale in a manner which he thinks, on good 
grounds, the most advan us.” On the authority of Re Beaumont and 
Re Wilkinson it was argued in the present case that it was not necessary 
to serve the petition on the mortgagor. 
Nortn, J., held that the mortgagor ought to be served. He thought 
there was no distinction in principle between a mortgagor and a cestui 
trust.—CounseL, Swinfen Eady. Soutcrrorns, Taylor, Hoare, § Boz. 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
MUMFORD v. COLLIER—26th June. 


Bru or Satzx—Arrornment Cravazk 1x Mortroace—Vaipiry—CagaTIon 
or Trwancy—Ricut To Possesston—Bitis or Saue Acr, 1878 (41 & 
42 Vicr. c. 31), s. 6. 


This case raised an important question as to the « ffect of the Bills of Sale 
upon attornment clauses in mortgage deeds. By an indenture of mort- 
gage of the 25th of March, 1884, the defendant granted to the plaintiff 
certain freehold premices, together with the fixed and movable machinery, 
and utensils fixed or placed upon or used in or about the said 
as security for a sum of £6,000 and interest, and the defendant 
attorned tenant to the plaintiff in respect of the said premises. The 
attornment clause was in the usual form. The interest being in arrear, 
the we gave rye to the a 4 —— F Mone £ and 
on expiration notice t on, Cc & possession 
and mesne profits. Th: plaintiff's © ication for leave to enter final 
order 14 was granted by the master. The defendant 

to a. ee who referred the matter to the court. 
6 of the of Sale Act, 1878, provides that “‘ every attornment, 
instrument, or agreement not being a mining lease whereby a power of 
distress is given, or agreed to be given, by any person to any other person 
by way of security forany .. . debt or advance, whereby any 
vent is reserved or made payable as « mode of providing for the payment 
such debt or advance, or otherwise for the purpose of such 
omy Doce ee om Rad Ag pooch ce the pa ges hen 
any personal chatte may under such power 

3. provided that nothing in this section shall extend to any 
or interest in any land, tenement, or hereditament 

possession shall have demieed to the mort- 
reasonable rent.”’ It was contended on 
of Re Willis, Bz parte Kennedy 

that attornment clause was within 
, and was, therefore, void, end gave 
when the mortgage interest was in 

37 W. RB. 353, 13 App. Cas. 506) and Davies v, 
D. 408) were also . The plaintiff's con- 
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tention was that the section did not affect real property, and that an 
attornment clause was b goad, except as regards chattels seized under a 
distraint for rent; it might be good in one part and bad in another: Re 
Burdett, Ex parte Byrne (836 W. R. 345, 20 Q. B. D. 310), Daubuz v. 
Lavington (32 W. R. 772, 13 Q. B. D. 347). 


Lord Corzrwesr, 0.J.—In this case we have to contribute a fresh 
chapter, or rather section, to the already voluminous literature of cases 
dealing with the Bills of Sale Acts. The present point, however, seems 
to be one which has not been raised before. In an ordinary deed of 
mortgage, given as a aes | for money advanced, there is an ordinary 
clause of attornment, whereby the mortgagor is made tenant and the 
mortgagee landlord of the mortgaged property. Nothing is said about 
seizure of goods, but, of course, the ordinary incidents of the relationship 
of landlord and tenant follow, whereby the landlord has power to distrain 
for non-payment of rent. [His lordship then referred to section 6, and 
continued :—]. One must not fight against the plain meaning of words, 
but it does not follow that words which, in certain circumstances, would 
bring the case within the mischief of the Act must, therefore, be alto- 
gether void. It is clear that the tenancy created by an attornment clause 
in a mortgage deed is a sufficient foundation for an action for possession 
within the provisions of ord. 3, r. 6 (F), and ord. 14; but it is said that 
that will not do, because the words of the Act have made it void 
altogether; it is said they have made it a bill of sale, and it is, therefore, 
void as being unregistered and not in the prescribed form. It is void if it 
be a bill of sale. Now it certainly is not, as is pointed out by Lindley, 
L.J., in Ez parte Kennedy, within the mischief of the Act. Does it come 
within the words of section 6? What that section enacts is, granting that 
the attornment is for the purpose of further security, and granting that 
under it goods are seized, it shall be deemed to be a bill of sale as to 
those g . Therefore, section 6 has no application in the present case. 
Looking at the purpose of the Act, it is difficult to understand the proviso 
to the section.. There have been decisions on it, and the courts have said 
that an attornment which creates the relation of landlord and tenant is 
within the mischief, but that if the mortgagee enters into possession and 
re-demises it to the mortgagor it is not within the mischief. Once the 
mortgagee is in possession he is within the proviso and is protected: Ez 
parte Kennedy. ‘Thatis a fine distinction, but it has nothing to do with 
this case, which is to be decided upon the words in the body 
of the section without reference to the proviso. It is said 
that since the attornment clause would be bad as to goods 
seized under it, it is bad altogether, but the answer is clear and con- 
clusive ; the Act does not include real property within its scope; it is 
directed at the ownership of personal property, the object being that all 
the world shall know the real position of a man who appears to be the 
owner of personal chattels when he has given to another the control over 
them. It was never intended to interfere, and does not by its terms inter- 
fere, with real property. It is real property which is concerned here, and 
therefore the appeal must be dismissed. Wiis, J.—I am entirely of the 
same opinion. The argument on behalf of the appellant was quite 
intelligible: it amounted to this—in no mortgage deed can an attornment 
clause any longer be supported, because it comprehends a security over 
personal chattels, and, being incapable of being made iu the statutory form, 
it is void. That is a very strong proposition, and it is scarcely to be 
supposed that the Legislature would have adopted legislation which would 

ect pearly every mortgage security ever given by words whose meaning 
is not plain and obvious. An attornment clause has two parts—it creates 
the relation of landlord and tenant, and it confers a power of distress as 
incident thereto. As creating that relation it deals with real property, as 
giving the power of distress it is held to be a bill of sale, and therefore 
void. But I cannot think that in so far as it creates the relation of land- 
lord and tenant it is struck at by the Act. It is not, I think, within the 
words of section 6. I do not know why we should go beyond those words 
and hold that the clause is a bill of sale as to that part of it: that would 
be beyond the purview of this legislation. Ze Burdett is not decisive of this 
matter, but it has a considerable bearing upon it, for the attornment clause 
here, as the property in that case, is divicible, and to one part of it the Act 
has no application. I therefore agree with the judgment of the Lord 
Chief Justice. Appeal diemissed.—Counszi, Hansell; C. 0. Scott. 
Soxricrrors, Davidson § Morris ; Snow, Snow, § Fox. 


REG. v. THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF HEREFORD—23rd June. 


Locat Government —Psnstion—Luwatic AsyLum—Ounaptain Nor Resipina 
1x AsyLum—Orricer In THE AsyLumM—RuiGut or OuAPLAIN 10 Pension 
—Lwuwatic Asyiums Act, 1853, s. 57. 


Rule for a mandamus calling on the County Council for the County of 
Hereford to shew cause why they should not pay tothe Rev. C. Bulmer 
a certain eum as @ superannuation allowance, which had been granted by 
the visiting judges and confirmed by the quarter tessions before the 
county council was established. Mr. Bulmer had been for eighteen years 
the chaplain of the Hereford Lunatic Asylum, appo: under the 
Lunatic ns Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 97), section 55 of that Act 
enabling the visiting justices to appoint a chaplain, who shail be in 

sts’ orders and licensed by the bishop. By that section the chaplain 

to perform in the chapel of the asylum the service of the Ohurch of 
England, but he was not required to reside ia the asylum, as some of the 
other officers were. Mr. Bulmer did not reside in the asylum, but ho re- 
sided at a benefice which he held about two miles distant from the 
atylum. His salary as chaplain was £1504 year; he was fifty-four years 
of age, and he wished to resign the chaplaincy on the ground of his age 
and his increasing infirmity, and that he was incapable of performing satis- 
factorily the duties of the chaplaincy, in conjunction with his duties as in- 





cumbent of a parish, The visiting justices granted him a superannuation 
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allowance of £50 a year, and this was confirmed by the sessions, but the 
county council of the county refused to pay it, as some objection was 
made that Mr. Bulmer was still able to perform the duties of the chap- 
laincy. Section 57 of the Lunatic Asylums Act, 1853, enacts that, ‘‘ in 
case any superintendent, chaplain, matron, or any officer cr servant of 
any asylum Scone, from confirmed sickness, age, or infirmity, incapable 
of executing the cffice in person, or have been an officer or servant in the 
asylum for not less than twenty years, and be not less than fifty years of 
age, it shell be lawful for the committee of visitors of such asylum, if in 
their discretion they think fit so to do, but not otherwise, to grant to 
such superintendent, chaplain, &c , such annuity by way of superannua- 
tion as they, in their discretion, think right.’’ The same words are used 
in the recent Lunacy Act, 1890 (53 Vict. c. 5), section 280 of which, deal- 
ing with pensions, provides that ‘‘ the visiting committee may grant to 
any superintendent, chaplain, matron, or other officer or servant of the 
asylum, who is incapacitated by confirmed illness, age, or infirmity, or 
who has been an officer or servant in the asylum for not less than fifteen 
years, and is not less than fifty years old, such superannuation allowance 
as the committee think fit.’’ For the county council it was urged, against 
granting the pension, that this particular chaplain was not entitled to an 
allowance as he was not resident in the asylum, that the section only in- 
tended to give pensions to those officers or servants of the asylum who re- 
aided in the asylum and gave their whole time to the duties of the office, 
but did not intend to give pensions in a case like the present, where the 
chaplain did not reside in the asylum, but resided and carried on other 
duties at a distance from the asylum, and also that he was not so in- 
capacitated by age or infirmity as to be unable to perform the duties of 
that office—namely, the chaplaincy. For Mr. Bulmer it was contended 
that the distinction between an officer in the asylum and an officer of it 
was a casual one, and of no importance. 

Tue Courr (Lord Coterimper, O.J., and Wits, J.) held that there 
was no ground for the distinction between officers of and officers in 
the asylum, and that there was no good reason fcr making such a dis- 
tinction; that the chaplain, while he performs his duties, must per- 
form them in the asylum, and while he performs there services in the 
asylum he must be an officer in the asylum, whether he resides in 
it or not, as well as an officer of the asylum, and that it was -not 
necessary for him to give the whole of his services to the asylum to 
be an officer of or in the asylum, and that, therefore, on the point of law, 
the chaplain was qualified to receive a pension; and, as to the second 
point, of his incapacity through age or infirmity, that was a matter for the 
visiting justices to determine, and they had determined it in favour of the 
chaplain. Rale absolute for a mandamus.—QcunseL, Jif, Q.C, and 
Austin; Asquith, Q.0., and A. Tf. Lawrence. Souxicrrors, A. Hunt ; 
Barlow §& James. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Re PRINCE A. V. DULEEP SINGH, Zr parte CROS3—O. A. No. 1, 20th Juno 


Banxrurtoy Paetitrion—Domicit or Desron—Ouanor or Domictt—Inten- 
TION — Onus Propanpt — BAykrurtoy Acr, 1883, 8. 6, eUB-SECTION 
1 (d). 


This was an appeal from the dismissal by Mr. Registrar Linklater of a 
bankruptcy petition, on the ground that the debtor was not “ domiciled 
in Eogland,”’ as required by sub-section 1 (d) of section 6 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883. ‘The debtor was the son of the Maharajah Duleep 
Singh, formerly the Sovereign of the Punjaub. The Maharajah was born 
in September, 1838, and io 1849, on the conquest of the Punjaub by the 
Britich army, he entered into a treaty with the East India Uo , called the 
Treaty of Lahore, by which he renounced the sovereignty of the Sikhs, 
and the company agreed to allow him a pension, upon condition that he 
complied with the terms as to his place of residence which should be im- 
upon bim by the Governor-General of India. The only condition 
mposed was that the Maharajah should not reside in India. He thereupon 
came to England, and resided here as an English country gentleman until 
1886. In 1882 he was made a justice of the peace for the county of 
Suffolk, Oa February 19, 1857, all restrictions as to bis place of residence 
were withdrawn by the East India Oo. in a letter written t> him on behalf 
of the company. In 1864 he married a German lady at Alexandria, and 
on July 10, 1866, the debtor was born in England. He was educated at 
Eton. By a private Act of Parliament, passed in 1882, called the Maha- 
rejah Duleep Singh's Estate Act, 1882, real estates which he had pur- 
chased in Kngland were settled in the manner usual in an ordinary 
English settlement. In 1886 the Maharajah left Eagland with his wife 
and son for Madras, and on his way he issued a ———— to the Sikhs, 
claiming to be the Sovereign of the Panjaub. He was stopped at Aden by 
the order of the Indian Government, and prevented from going on to 
India, and since that time he had resided in France and Russia. His wife 
and soa returned to England with his consent, and the debtor continued 
to reside in England with his mother at his father's expense until, in 
February, 1888, he entered the British army as an officer. The debtor 
came of agein July, 1887. When he joined the army he went with his 
regiment to Canada. On bohalt of the petitioning creditor it was argued 
that, by the Treaty of Lahore, the Maharajah ceased to be a Sovereign and 
became a British subject, and that when the debtor was born his father had 
acquired a domicil of choice in Eogland, and therefore the debtor had his 
domicil of origin in England. During his miaority he followed the 
domicil of his father, and no doubt the father, in 1886, when he left 
England, abandoned his Kuglish domicil and resumed his domicil in the 
Pavjaub. The debtor took that domicil of his father, so long as he was an 
infant, but, when ho came of ago, in July, 1887, boing then resident in 





England, and continuing to reside here, he must be taken to have resumed 
his domicil of origin in Engl In the case 
in England, and who was educated there, and had resided there for so 
many years, very slight evidence was necessary to 

Tux Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R , and Linvxey and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the Treaty of Lahore was 
made for the Maharajah in 1849, when he was about ten and he 
was brcught to England to reside here. He had no will about the matter 
then. He was to retain his title of Hi and but 
the allowance depended upon his where he w 
by the Government of . That restriction as to residence 
terms withdrawn in 1857, but his lordship did not believe 
withdrawn with the intention of allowing him to go back to 
Therefore, all the time he was living in Eogland 
rules and orders of the Indian Government. was-the 
of fact? Did the Maharajah choose a domicil in England ? 
intend to give up his domicil in the Punjaub, and never to 
Looking at all the facts, his lordship had no doubt that 
was that the Maharajah, from the moment he had a will of his o 
tended to return to the Punjaub, and to become Sovereign 
again, whenever he could. It was only the su 
land which prevented him from doing so. In his 
therefore, the Maharaj 
retained his domicil in the Punjaub. Tho son, therefore, also t 
father’s domicil in the Panjaub so long as he was underage. Bu 
assuming that the Maharajah abandoned his domicil in the Panjaub, 
chose an English one, still, before his son came of age he had 
his English domicil and had reverted to bis domicil of origin in the 
and his son, being under age, took the domicil of the father. 
case, at the moment before the son came of age he had not a 
England. The petitioning creditor must shew the abandonment 
son when he came of age of the domicil which he had the moment 
he came of age, and the of an English domicil. The 

roving the election of the son to adopt an English domicil 

eld in Ez parte Cunningham (28 Soxticrrors’ Journat, 597, 13 Q. 
418), upon the petitioning creditor. The son’s living in En 
few months with his mother after he came of was no 
choice of domicil in England, nor did the fact of his en’ 
though it might be some evidence, help the case much. 
was right in coming to the conclusion that the evidence was to 
prove that the debtor had eleeted to abandon his father’s domicil and to 
take an Evgiish one. Livpiey and Lorss, L JJ., gave judgment to the 
same effect.—CounerL, Dicey, Q.C., and F. C.oper Willis; Lumley Smith, 
Q.0., and Herbert Reed. Soxtcrrons, Ches’er § Co ; Warren, Gardner, § 


Murton. 


Ex parte CONSTABLE, Re LORRIMAR—Q. B. Div., 25th June. 


Banxrurtcy Psrirron—ALiEcaTion or Act oF Banxavrrcy—Non- 
COMPLIANCE WITH Banxruptcy Notice—Format Derscr—AMENnDMENT— 
Bankruptcy Acr, 1883, s. 4, sus-sscrion 1 (g}—Bankrvurtcy Ross, 
1886, Arpsnp1x, Form 10. 


An important point of practice was raised in this case, which was an 
appeal by the petitioning creditor from an istrar 
county court at Kingston-on-Hull dismissing a bankru 
: nficicetly alleged The, ber in question, after in the 
not s ently e tion . 
usuel form that the debtor had for the greater part of Hy 
preceding the presentation of the petition resided within the district of the 
court, and that he was justly and truly indebted to the petitioning creditor 
in the sum of £87, alleged as the act of bankruptcy committed by 
debtor, ‘‘ Non-compliance with a yon notice issued out of 
court on the 13th day of May, 1890, and duly served upon thesaid Edward 
Lorrimar on the 13th day of the said month.” At the 
petition a preliminary objcc'ion was taken by the solicitor for the debtor 
that the act of bankru was not sufficiently alleged upon the face of 
the petition, and ii was dismissed by the registrar on that ground. The 
petitioning creditor having appealed from that decision, it was now con- 
tended in opposition to yy He that by the form provided for 
petition in the appendix to the Bankruptcy 1886, the nature 
date or dates of the act or acts of bankruptcy 
alleged, and that although in ordinary cases the act of bankruptcy is com- 
plete seven days after service of a bankruptcy petition, as the time may be 
extended the allegation in the present case was insufficient. It was 
further submitted that a proper of the 
debtor on a certain date to comply with the a eine 
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a specified day he had failed to pay the or to secure or compound for 
it, or to satisfy the court that he had a or coupter-claim. 

Tue Covrr (Cavs and A. L. Surrn, JJ. 
said that it was very unfortunate th: 
allowed to prevail, The registrar 
The objection was a pare Face 
tant he bed eceathing bo the merits, and on that point he hed 

at he 80) say on on 
been heard. pg her hy ens Foy petition must be discharged, 
the case must go back to the reg’ 
costs in that court and in the court below to be added by the 
ihe caste of the patie © ere It the 
dismissed the cos’ 
concurred,—Counsen, Yate Lee; 
Bristowe § Co., for Stamp, Jackson, ¢ Birks, Hull; Bell, Brodri 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Awnvat Ganzeat Meztinc ro nz Hetp on Tue 1lru or Jury, 1890, 
Notices of Motions. 

eons 2 ee will we oi 

3 lo resolution, sed at the special general meetin 
held on the 25th of April, 1890, be Zaeemaaaie <t of 

‘ That rules 3 and 4 of the rules and regulations of the Law Society 
Club be altered as follows : 

‘* Rule 3.—That in lines 3 and 4 ‘six guineas’ be substituted for ‘ five 
guineas’ as the subscription to be paid by members of the club taking out 
town certificates. 

‘Rule 4.—That in lines 5 and 6 ‘six guineas’ be substituted for ‘five 
guineas’ as the subscription to be paid by members who do not take out 
annual certificates, if they hold any offices in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature, or reside within ten miles of the General Post Office, in the 
City of London.” 

Mr. F. K. Munron will move :— 

‘*1, That, having regard to the large accession of members durin 
the last three years, and to the desirability of promoting profession 
amity, it would be expedient that the council should organize one or more 
aunual subscription converseziones, in lieu of the meeting hitherto held 


in April.” 

34 P That, referring to the appointment in January last of a committee 
of the society to confer with the Bar Committee upon the best mode of 
facilitating the dispatch of business in the Chancery Division, the council 
be empowered to forward to the proper authorities any report made by 
the committee s0 appointed.” 

Mr. Cuanss Forp will move :— 

‘** That the interests of the public require the repeal of so much of sec- 
tion 72 of the County Courts Act, 1888, as prohibits the solicitor of a 
suitor from retaining another solicitor to appear in a county court as an 
advocate for the suitor.’’ 


AnnvaL Report. 


The following are extracts from the annual report of the council :— 

Number of Members.—The society now consists of 6,350 members, of 
whom 3,020 practice in town, and 3,330 in the country ; 382 new members 
have joined the society during the past year, and, after deducting the 
loss caused by death and other causes, the increase is 127. 

Vacancies on the Council.—There are 11 vacancies on the council, 10 of 
which are caused by the retirement of 10 members of the council who go 
out of office in rotation, and one by the resignation of Mr. John Moxon 
Clabon, of London. Mr. Clabon has been a member of the council for 
25 years, for 14 of which he also acted as a member of the Examinations 
Committee. His retirement is a source of much regret. 

Solicitors Act, 1888,—Last year the council informed the members that 
they had obtained an Act of Parliament providing amongst other things 
for the appointment of a committee of seven members of tke council to 
hear all rage for removing the name of a solicitor from the roll or 
requiring him to answer allegations contained in an affidavit, and, if 
necessary, to report their finding to the court. The last report contained 
full information as to the rules which had been made in pursuance of the 
Act. Since the Act came into operation on the Ist of February, 1889, 
183 applications have been made to, and considered by, the committee; of 
these, 80 did nct disclose any such cause for complaint against the 
solicitor as required an answer from him ; 22 were by solicitors who, for 
various reasons, applied to have their names removed from the roll on 
their own request ; and 63 cases were heard, with the result that 29 were, 
by the leave of the committee, withdrawn; in 14 cases the committee 
eee that no primd facie case was made out; and in 20 they reported 

wersely to the solicitors. Of these last the court in one case, accepting 
the recommendation of the committee, did not make any order; in 5 the 
solicitors were suspended from practice for a greater or less period, and 
8 were struck off the rolls. é@ remaining 6 cases have not yet been 

hed. Of the remaining 18 cases, 2 were not dealt with because the 
rolicitors —— of had been punished under other applications, and 
16 are awaiting hearing. In addition to the cases dealt with by the 
committee under the Act, 7 cases of conviction of solicitors for criminal 
offences have, under authority of the council, been brought before the 
court, and the names of the cffenders removed from the roll. 


Professional Purposes —The council have during the past year obtained 
convictions against unqualified persons in nine cases under the 12th section 


of the Solicitors Act of 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 68). 


Solicitors’ (Magistracy) Bill, 1890.—In their last report the council 
informed the members that they had petitioned in aout of a Bill the 
object of which was to make practising solicitors eligible as justices of 
the peace for i , notwithstanding that they may practise within 
that county. e Bill has again been introduced this session in 

ly the same shape, and the council have again petitioned in its 

» pointing out that, although solicitors are now restrained from 
acting as justices in counties in which they tise, they may, neverthe- 
less, act as such in boroughs, which a to be an po Bown | for which 
mo adequate reason exists. The council urged that it would be for the 
public advantage that men who have had a legal training, and who 
— the ~ rae, and experience which solicitors acquire, both 
fore admission and in the course of their practice, should not be 
‘restrained from administering justice in courts in their own 


counties, It was, however, added that it would be desirable that the Bill 
‘should contain @ provision to the effect that any solicitor appointed to 





act as a justice for the county in which he carried on business should not, 


either ctly or indirectly, by himself or his partner, practise in any 
court in which he might sit as a justice. The petition was placed in the 
hands of the Right Hon. H. H. Fowler, M.P., who kindly presented it to 
the House of Commons. 

Solicitors’ Remuneration Order.—The council continue to receive numerous 
applications from members of the society for their opinion on questions 
arising under this order, or otherwise, as to professional charges, and a 
committee of the council sit every fortnight to deal with these questions. 

Cali of Solicitors to the Bar.—In pursuance of the resolution passed at 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne in October, 1888, the council communicated with 
the four Inns of Court, and set forth in detail the reasons against the 
regulation which made it imperative on a solicitor who wished to be called 
to the bar to cease from practice for one year, and urged upon the 
benchers of the various Inns the justice of altering their regulations by 
providing that a solicitor who has for five ay been admitted, or quali- 
fied for admission, may be eligible to be called to the bar without keeping 
any terms, provided he, on examination, satisfied the authorities that he 
possessed the necessary legal knowledge and the same qualifications as to 
education and character as are required of students for the bar—the 
preliminary examination required by the society being accepted as a 
sufficient educational test. The council have much satisfaction in report- 
ing the adoption by the benchers of this suggestion. One of the con- 
solidated regulations of the four Inns of Court now provides as follows: 
**14. A student who previously to his admission at an Inn of Court was a 
solicitor in practice for not less than five years (and, in accordance with 
Rule 7, has ceased to be a solicitor before his admission as a student), may 
be examined for cal) to the bar without keeping any terms, and may be 
called to the bar upon passing the public examination required by these 
rules without keeping any terms ; provided that such solicitor has given 
at least twelve months’ notice in writing to each of the four Inns of Court 
and to the In rated Law Society of his intention to seek call to the 
bar, and produce a certificate signed by two members of the council of 
the Incorporated Law Society that he is a fit and proper person to be 
called to the bar.’’ 

Lord Field.—On the occasion of the retirement of Mr. Justice Field 
from the bench, and his elevation to the peerage as Lord Field of Bake- 
ham, the council unanimously passed a resolution congratulating his 
lordship—who during the early part of his professional career had prac- 
tised as a solicitor—upon his receiving the well-deserved honour of a 
peerage which Her Majesty had been pleased to confer upon him in 
a of his Jong and eminent services as one of Her Majesty’s 
judges. 

The late Mr. Justice Manisty.—Oa the death of Mr. Justice Manisty, 
who had also in his early days practised as a solicitor, a resolution was 
unanimously passed by the council on behalf of the society, conveying to 
Lady Manisty and the family of the late Mr. Justice Manisty the expres- 
sion of their sympathy and condolence under the loss which they had 
sustained by his death. 

Rules of the Supreme Court.—Last year the council stated that, in con- 
junction with the Bar Committee, a joint application had been made to the 
Lord Chancellor asking that a sufficient opportunity should be afforded 
to them for the consideration in draft of any proposed rules. The matter 
was brought before the Annual Provincial Meeting at Leeds Jast October, 
when the council were requested to continue their endeavours in this 
direction, and they have this year prepared a Bi)l to secure the publication 
of rules in draft, and after communications with the authorities it has 
been introduced into Parliament by the Right Hon. H. H. Fowler, M.P., 
and has been read a first time. The council are of —- that, if this 
Bill is passed, it will secure to the profession and the public an opportunity 
of discussing, and, where desirable, of procuring amendments of proposed 
rules before they come into operation. The council are now frequently 
consulted by the rule-making authorities on the drafts of rules affecting 
the practice of the profession. 

Supreme Courts of Judicature (Procedure) Bill.—The council considered 
this Bill, which was introduced into the House of Commons by Mr. Finlay, 
Q.C., M.P., the object of which is to abolish Divisional Courts, except for 
the hearing of certain proceedings. This alteration was recommended by 
the council in 1882, and again in 1884. The council expressed their 
approval of the principle of the Bill, subject to a provision being intro- 
duced into it to the effect that the decision of a judge in chambers should 
be final, except in the following cases, viz. : (1) If the Court of Appeal ia 
the special circumstances of the particular case gives leave to appeal ; 
(2) if the order is one for final judgment under order 14; (3) if the judge 
has granted, or has refused to grant, an injunction or to appoint a 
receiver ; and (4) if the order is one finally staying an action. The council 
consider that the juriediction of the Divisional Courts need uot be retained 
for applications against solicitors. In their experience the decisions in 
the cages which have been disposed of in the Chancery Division before a 
single judge have been as satisfactory as those in the Divisional Courts. 
These views were communicated to the Lord Chancellor, the Attorney- 
General, and Mr. Finlay. 

Judicature Fees,—The council have considered the subject of the decrease 
in the receipts from judicature fee stamps during the past three years, as 
to which the Treasury have recently beenin communication with the Lord 
Chancellor, and on which their opinion has been asked. The printed 
returns from the various departments, which have been addressed to the 
Lord Chancellor and laid before the council, ehew in considerable detail 
the deficiency. The main items which appear to require notice are those 
relating to the Associates, Taxing, Affidavit, and Writ’ Departments in the 
Queen’s Bench Division, and to the Probate Registry. It isa matter of com- 
mon knowledge that Queen’s Bench actions in w mercantile men are 
engaged have very greatly diminished in late years, and the statement in the 
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return by Master Pollock, ‘‘ that there are now in every department of 
trade lay arbitrators,” and that ‘“‘there is an increasing practice of 
resorting to them for the determination of mercantile utes,” cannot 
be doubted, although there may be some question as to correctness 
of his opinion that these lay arbitrators, ‘‘ from their special knowledge, 
command the confidence of business men.” One of the chief causes 
appears to be the risk of costs to which the litigants may be exposed. 
Apart from the expense involved by interlocutory applications and 
appeals, the modern system of giving a successful appellant his costs in 
the Court of Appeal, and also in the court below, has instigated appeals, 
and made it impossible for the advisers of a proposed litigant to intimate 
the possible amount of costs which the litigation mayinvolve. The delay, 
partioulasiy in the time of hearing actions, also has a very unfortunate 
effect. Business men prefer having their differences (in all cases in which 
they do not involve questions of principle) decided, in one way or the 
other, promptly, than to await the decision by a tribunal which, if its 
decisions could ba obtained, would command more confidence, but where 
the cost of obtaining a decision and the period with which a decision can 
be counted upon with certainty are unknown factors. Changes of 
partnership take place, and it is more than inconvenient that accounts 
should be outstanding over long periods, and for these aud other similar 
reasons commercial men choose the lesser evil and prefer lay arbitrators to 
decisions in the court. The commercial actions which are still brought 
before the court consist of cases involving important matters of principle 
where both parties desire a judicial decision, and where, in most cases, the 
facts are admitted or are incontestable, and cases in which the defendant 
simply desires to obtain delay, and where the plaintiff is forced to com- 
mence proceedings, and the defendant’s case breaks down at the hearing. 
The council are aware that the above reasons will not account for more 
than a substantial portion of the falling off in the business of the Queen’s 
Bench Division. ey can, however, only attribute the remainder of this 
falling off to accidental circumstances and to the fact that the recent 
improvement in trade has much decreased the number of ‘‘ debt-collect- 
ing’’ actions. As regards the Probate Registry, the council were unable 
to offer any definite suggestions The receipts here will, perhaps, always 
be subject to considerable variations year by year. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
RECENT STUDENTS’ BOOKS. 


Tae Srupents’ Buacxstonz. Exeventx Evition. By R. M. N. Kerr, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Reeves & Turner. 


A new edition of this useful little text-book will be welcomed by 
any layman who wishes to get a general view of the laws of England. 
Omitting Blackstone’s introductory chapter on the study of the law, 
the present author follows closely the arrangament of Blackstone, 
and presents a fair abridgment of the PB a text. The work also 
purports to adapt the commentaries to the ‘‘ present state of the 
law.’’ In furtherance of the last-mentioned object, we notice that 
the subject of bankruptcy is brought down to date, and that references 
are given to such recent statutes as the Guardianship of Infants Act, 1886, 
Settled Land Act, 1882, &c. There is also a useful sketch of the functions 
of county councils. Part of the text, however, has not been sufficiently 
revised in this respect, and we notice passages which are hardly correct 
law since the Conveyancing Act, 1881. The Act 9 Geo. 2, c. 36, not- 
withstanding that it is superseded by the Mortmain and Charitable Uses 
Act, 1888, is mentioned as still governing the law relating to dispositions 
in favour of charities. 


Aw ANALyYsis of THE Ninta Eprrrion or Snzuix’s Prinoreies or Equiry. 
By E. E. Buyru, LL.D., &c. Turn Eprrion. Stevens & Haynes. 


Mr. Blyth’s analysis of Snell is so well known by candidates for the final 
that we need not discuss its merits. As arule, the analysis is read twice or 
thrice, and the original once. It is essentially a companion work, as 
of it convey no meaning unless read in conjunction with the Principles. 
How many students have run away with erroneous notions from the words 
on Mistake—‘‘ As a general rule, the remedy is rectification where the 


mistake is mutual; rescission where the mistake is unilateral’?! Still, if | p' 


properly used, the work is useful, especially on the evening before the 
examination, and faithfully reproduces the original in a condensed form. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


The Arronnzy-GenenaL, Sir Rronarp Wensrzr, Q.0., M.P., has 
been elected a Director of the Law Life Assurance Society, in the room 
of Mr. J. J. Johnson, Q.C , resigned. 


Mr. Joun Macruerson, barrister, has been appointed to act as 
Advocate-General for the Presidency of Bombay. Mr. Macpherson is the 
eldest son of the Rev. Robert Macpherson, and was educated at St. 
John’s Oollege, Oxford, and was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Trinity Term, 1865. 


Mr. James Ancurnatp Duncan, barrister, who bas been elected M.P. 
for the Borough of Barrow-in-Furness in the Liberal interest, is the 


eldest son of Mr. David Duncan, formerly M.P, for Barrow-in- Furness, 
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and was educated at Trinity College, Cam! where he graduated 
the second class of the Law Tripos in 1881. was called to the bar 
the Inner Temple in November, 1883, and he is a mem rs) 
Northern Circuit. 

Mr. Epwarp TownsHenp Oanpy, barrister, who has been ap 
act as a Judge of the High Oourt at Bombay, is the: 80 
Thomas Candy, and was called to the bar at the Inner 
1880, and he has been for many years a member of bay Ci 

ce. 

Mr. Onantes Ootzman Driton, barrister, who has been to 
as Public Prosecutor for the Oentral Provinces of India, 
of Mr. Luke Dillon. He was called to the bar at the Temple 
Easter Term, 1868. 

Mr. Atrrep Epmunp Barsman, barrister, has been appointed 
to the Committee appointed by the Board of Trade to consider 
expiring European commercial treaties. , is the seventh 
of the Rev. John Bateman, Rector of Leake, N hamshire, 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1872, and he 
has been for many years a clerk to the Board of Trade, In 1881 he was 
secretary to the Royal Commission on Anglo-French Treaty Negotiations. 

Lord Morxzus has been elected a Bencher of Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mr. Joun Humpuais Hopson, solicitor (of the firm of Hinckley, Hodson, 
& Brown), of Lichfield, has been ted Clerk of the Peace for that 
city, in succession to the late Mr. Simpson. Mr. Hodson is town 
clerk of Lichfield. He was admitted a solicitor in 1861, 

Mr. Atrrep Cuarizs Brown, solicitor, of Deal and Walmer, has been 
copes ne eee for the borough of Deal, in succession to 
ce Taylor, resigned. Mr. Brown was admitted a solicitor in 

Mr. Atrrep James Suzruzarp, solicitor (of the firm of Shepheards & 
Bird), of 31, Finsbury-circus, and of has been appointed by 
Mr. William Farmer (sheriff-elect) to be one of the Under. Sheriffs of the 


City of London for the ensuing year. Mr. Shepheard was admitted a 
solicitor in 1864. He is clerk to the Fletchers’ Company, and to the Oom- 
missioners of Taxes for the Kensington Division. 

Mr. Tuomas Bzarp, solicitor, of 19, Basinghall-street, has been ap- 
aoe by Mr. Augustus Harris (sheriff-elect) to be one of the Under- 

heriffs of the City of London for Ro eons Tee Mr. Beard was 
admitted a solicitor in 1858. He is deputy for ‘ard of Bassishaw. 

Mr. Hznry Honuovss, barrister, M.P., has been ited an 
Kecclesiastical Commissioner. Mr. Hobhouse is the only son of Mr. Henry 
Hobhouse, of Hadspen House, and 
Hobhouse. He was educated at Eton and at Balliol Oxford, 
where he graduated first class in Classics in 1875, and he was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in June, 1880. He was elected M.P. for the Eastern 
Division of Somercetshire in the Liberal interest in December, 1885. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Disso.vtions. 
HARgy Lenton Lrtiey and Grorcz Carrer Cutron, solicitors (Lilley, 
Chilton, & Co.), 10, Vigo-street, London, and at Ware. May 7. 
" [ Gazette, June 27. 
Josep#! Dawner and Wro11am Dawsee Lorp, solicitors (Tenney, 
Dawber, & Lord), Kingston-upon-Hull. June 30. The said Joseph 
Dawber will henceforth carry on the said business alone. under the style 
or firm of Tenney & Dawber. [@azette, July 1. 


GENERAL. 


The Supreme Court of Judicature (Procedure) Bill was read a third 
time in the House of Commons on Wednesday. 

The British Medical Journal says:—‘‘The danger of a greasy 
book, so often tendered in and law courts toa ptercag Bot to be 
sworn, is at last ap by some officials and in some quarters. We 
see it stated that when the Duke of Fife appeared lately at Stratford in a 
rosecution, the Testament on which the witness took the oath was en- 
veloped in some clean white paper for his use—a precaution which might 
with advantage be more qucedier Pas 

It is stated that Lord Shand, who has been one of the Senators of the 
College of Justice (i.e, a Judge of the Scotch Court of Session) for nearly 
er sn dies aa peda ga hay: his office. His lordship will not 
resume his place in court after the of the summer session on the 19th 
inst. Lord Shand, who has been a most courteous and ag aaa was 
called to the bar in 1853, and was appointed to the bench in 1872 


In a case before Court of Appeal No. 1 on Wednesday 
the Rolls said that the case was. a good instance of the value of allowing 
an appeal to this court on practice points. Some people seemed to think 
that this court was inundated with frivolous appeals in interlocutory 
matters. In his opinion there were very few frivolous sppeals in practice 
cases In the present case, if there had been no appeal, there would have 
been what he considered a miscarriage of justice. 


at « Aansion House dinner to the Archbishops and Bishops on Wednesday, 
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sermons, long or short, and the judges by very short speeches addressed to 
& prisoner, 








Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Olark, & Oo. will offer for sale at the 
Wharncliffe Hotel, Sheffield, on the 24th inet,, the historical Worksop 
Manor Estate, comprising some 5,000 acres. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICA7'URE, 
Rota CF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 

Monday, July 7 Mr. Rolt Mr. Clowes Mr. Pemberton 

Tuesday ..... Jackso Ward 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 

London Gaszette.—FRIDAY, June 27, 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Suaar Estates Co, Luowitsp—Petn for continuing > 
winding up. presented June 25, directed to be heard before Ray, J, A 


NorTH 
voluntary 
on Saturday, July 5 Stanley & Woodhouse, Abchurch lane, solors for petners 


Tue DesgyHaM Gas Licut. Coat, AND Coxs Co, Luwirep—Creditors are re- 
, on or before July 26, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 


debts or claims, to 
Warnes, Eye, solor for liquidator 
Tue Prrrvitiz ary Warers Co, La —Creditors are required, on or 
before July 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
claims, to A J 'W Johnson, 9C, Queen st, Cheapside 


Thomas Gardner, Debenham, Suffolk 


THE RaYLBicH Gas AND Coxe Co, LimiTEp —Creditors are required. on or before 
July 12, to send their n»mes and addresses, and the partic alars of their debts 
or claims, to William Vincent Wilson, Clarence st, Southend 
Tug Unirep ELzcrRricaL ENGIvgerine Co, LimiTep—Creditors are required, on 
or before July 26, to send their. — and addresses. and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Alfred Sydney Gedge and William Leonard Madgen, 
* Great James st, Bedford row Dowson & Co, Bedford row, solors fer liqui- 


Tus West Wostuine Horet Co, LiuiTep —Creditors are required, on or before 
— 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Henry Bishop, 41, Coleman st 


Wi. Hesevtine & Son, Lruitep—Petn for wiading up, prgsented June 24, 
directed to be heard before Stirling, J,oa July 5 Pie:s3 & Son, Old Jewry 
chmbrs, golors for petners 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Goon Samaniran Lopez, Pe'ham Inn, New Holland, Hull, Lincola June 23 
LaMBETa i AND RADICAL CLUB ASSOCIATION, LIMrrED, 103, Westminster 
Bridgerd June 9 
Rovat Anca Fisnzemen LopGe, FregspomM MUTUAL FRIENDLY Society, Acsembly 
Rocm, Orawshawbooth, Lancaster Juce 25 
Ssz Corrs CaMPBett Lovaz, Friendly S scieties Hall, Luwer Spiiag st, ’ 
== ‘1 y pling st, Grimsby 
Vicronta Lopaez, Plack Horse Inh, B-tley, Madeley, Stafford June 23 


° London Gasette.—TUgsDaY, July 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 
Avromatic Erecrazic Rattway Sianau Co, Limirz>-—By an order made by 
Stirling, J, dated J une «1. it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
for t= continued Ridsdale & Son, Grry’s ian square, agents for Kerr, 
solors for petars 
B Morris & Some. LimireD—By an order made by Kay, J, dated June 21, it was 
that the voluntary winding up be continued Morley & Co, Gresham 


Baseps ose 0 Racer hy h-— ~-B 
dated June ‘was order: 
Davenport, Chancery lane, agents for ‘Middlemtas & Peaees, 


bp my & Co. ayy by order made by Kay, J, dated June 14, it was 
ordered that the company be wound up West & Co, Cannon st, solors for 


a & Oo, Lamrrep —-Sti J. order fog 
‘Henry ‘Wane ‘, Wild Ach pd, ‘Bost Bast ‘Ouiwich, to he fol ial Heidanoe 


~ Bn made by Kay, 
— Cunliffes & 
ull, solors for 


and the i 6 Of thelr ‘bia and cla to the, above.” JT ~ 4 
cla'ms above 
, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjotiesting upon the dotte suk 


Moss Bay Hematite [non avy Seer Co, Lamiraen -Chitty, J, has, by an order 





saad Oh, depaintod William Sinitiay Peat, 8, Lothbury, to be offictal 
mes Rag 


OrFen & MorE, Limited —Creditors are 
their names and addresses, and the 
Charles Heath Saunders, 41, Be 
solors for liquidator 

ScHoor PusLisHine Co, Liwirep—By an order made by Stirling, J, dated June 


7, it was ordered that the sommeng be wound up Ful'er, Borough High st, 
Southwark, solicitor for the petners 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
THE PROVINCIAL INSURANCE CO—Oreditors are required, on or before Aug 16, to 
send their names and addresses and particulars of their debts or claims to 
cis, High st, Wrexham Morris & Co, Wrexham, solors for 


uired, on or before August 12, to — 
iculars. ot their debts and claims ¢ 
rd Mackrell & Oo, Oannon “ 


John _ Francis, 
liquidators 
CouUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 
Fast Co’ The Vice Ohancellor has fixed Friday, July 11, at 


un Co, LimiTEeDp— 
2. oe Duchy chbrs, 2, Clarence st, Manchester, for appointment of official 
”q 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
GROSVENOR UNITED FRIENDLY SICK AND BURIAL SocrEty, Presbyterian School, 
Devonshire st, Manchester June 27 
lavage 2 yal Sick AND BURIAL CLUB SOCIETY, 28, Juvenal st, Liver. 
ool June 
Loe NELSON PROTESTANT FRIENDLY SOCIETY, 19, as st, Scot'and rd, Liver. 
pool Teas 7 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gasette.—FRIDaAyY, June 20. 
sna, Reap, St Ives, Hunts, Merchant. August 10. Wallingford & Oo, St, 
ves 


CHARLES, Salford, Crowther, 
Manchester F 


BAILEY, JOHN, Brockley, Kent, Gent. July 31. Rollit & Son, Mark lane 
BARRETT, SUSANNAH, Briggate, Windhill, Yorks. July 17. Morgan & Morgan, 
Bradford 


Restaurant Keeper. September 1. 


Bates, Henry, Ashton under Lyne, Slater. July 22. Whitworth, Ashton 
under Lyne 


BockEtt, JULIANA, Plymouth. July 31, Janson & Co, Finsbhry circus 
Barnes, EvWARD, Shipley, Yorks, Maltster, July 16 Morgan & Morgan 
‘or: 
BUTLER, JOSIAH, Twickenham, Esq. July 20. Jennings & Finch, Gray's ino 
uare 
CALDWELL, FREDERIOK W1LLIAM JOHN, Henover terce, Regent’s Park, Eeq. 
August 21, edn & Sadler, Golden sqr 
CAMPBELL, CHARLOTTE SAVAGE, Salisbury. Julyi4. Carnegie, Bucklersbury 
CARTER, FRED, Huddersfield, Accountant, July 31. Piercy, Huddeisfield 


CoLE, WALKER Henry, 2nd Battalion Leinster Re, iment, Shovaciiie, Kent, 
Captain, July 20, Wilkinson & Son, Lincoln’s inn field 


Oorasms, Faomis mas, Scarsdale rd, Albany rd, Camberwell, Conshbadider. Ju'y 31, 
Rollit & Sons, Mark Jane 
Dicconson, WILLIAM OnaRiEs OLIFTON, Wrightington Hall, Lancs, Eq. July 
x Pearce & Ellis, Wigan 
N, FREDERICK Pisntnensven. Dadiinghem Palace Hotel. July 16. Wilkins 
etn Gresham house, Old Broad s' 
FOWLER, ANNE, Euston grove, Birkenhead. July 15. Harvey & Co, Livet- 


ool 

me Joun, Lloyd’s, Underwriter. July 25. A. F.& R. W. Tweedie, Lincoln's 
n 8 

ae * — Croydon, Coal Merchant Aug 16 Rowland & Hutchinson, 
royaon 

Buxsuaw, J came, Seymour st, Euston sq, Plumber July 30 Dod & Qo, 


HisscHvEiD, Feway, Oak land’s 6 gr, Uxbridge rd, Shepherd's Bueh, Gent July 
21 Simpson & Co, Moorga 

Hunt, Jonun, Manchester, toad vieuiee Sept 1 Chorlton, Manchester 

JaMES, Frank Listy, Gt Stanhope st, Eeq Julyi8 Upton & Co, Austinfriars 

Kina, Jouy, Birmingham,Gent July17 Gateley, Birmingham 

coe, Jae ABRAHAM, Whitehaven, Gent July 28 Mason & Thompson, 


ven 
LAMB, CHARLES, Brighton, Solicitor July 15 Lamb & Gates, Brighton 

Lzz, Rozsgekgt, Horwich, Lancs, Butcher July 21 Foley, Horwich 

Lemon, James, Appledore, Devon, Publican. July 8. Toller & Roberts, Barn- 


LiI?TTLs Wood, JouHN Epwin, Obatham, Draper. July 26. Hearn, Chatham 

MutTcatrs, Ratpn, Muker, Grint Swaledale, Yorke, Yeoman. Sept £0. 
Rogers, Richmond : - 

stueneen, ALFRED FREDERICK, Brighton, Gent. July 25. Bannister, Basing- 


Moses, Cuaktks, Brighton, Gymnasium Proprietor. July 1. Moss, Leadenhals 
Pacs, Anna, Hyde pk mansions. Augs. Lewin & ©o, Southampton st, Strand 


Parker, Hewky Yanponovuan, Tunbridge Wells, Keq. July 31. Somerville, 
Lincoln's inn fields 
Pickwatt, Joun, Thorpe on the Hil/, Lincs, Famer. Aug!. Tweed, Lincula 


Pixe, Bensamin, Andover, Hante, Builder. July 1. Footner &Son, Andover 
Quinn, Mary, Shaw st, Liverpool. July 19. Evans & Oo, Liverpool 

Sax, Jon, Rugby, Carpenter. July 28. Wiatislaw, Rugby 
a Manchest-r, Calico Printer. Augi. Johnson & Johnsons, 
Szvmour, Feancgs, Edgbaston, Warwick, July 26. Saunders & Co, Birming- 
Suaw, Joun Henpert, Honeypot, Penrith, Cumberld, July 17, Read, Man- 
Suone, WILLIAM, Derby, Labourer, July 81, Jones & Middleton, Chesterfield 
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SLADEN, Sir ie Bevan Bose, Knt., Lowndes sq, Chelsea. July 30. &tibbard & Co, 


SMITH, JoHM, York, retired Gardener. Augi. Smith, York 

Grass, JouN, Pendleton, Lancs, Cattle Dealer. August?2, Heath & Sons, Man- 
SUTHEFLAND, THEODORA DUER, Westbourne Park villas, swater. July 21, 
Humphreys & . Giltspur chmbrse, Holborn Vinheee 1d 


WEATMAN, ManrtA, Bemerton, Fugglestone St. Peter, Wilts. July 279, Wilson 
Ba ous, Salisbury and Wilton . se 


a Wit11am, Ohatburn, Lancs, Farmer. July 31. Robineon & Sons, 
eroe 


Taviee, nee Bi Wrt11AM, Birmingham, retired Tailor. July 3°. Wood & Co, 
THORNTON, GnonaE, Thirsk, Yorks, Confectioner. August1. Smith, York 
TorssN, CamneniE, Hanging Grimstone, Yorks, Farmer. August 1. Robson, 


Trow, JOSEPH, Wednesbury, Engineer. July 18. Smith, Wednesbury 
WALKER. THOMAS, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, Decorator. September 
1. Crowther, Manchester 
WHITWELL, JOSEPH Sipney, Kirkstall, Yorks, Farmer. Senior, 
Nottingham 
OODHEAD, MatTTHEW, Burn Hill, nr Tow Law, Durham, Quarryman. August 
Woy & J. Hibbert & Westbrook, Hyde” : ™ 


Lonion Gazette.—TUESDAY, June 24. 
BucuHoLzZ. JoHN AUGUSTE ARNOLD, Bristol, M.I.C.E. Aug 30. Wansbrough & 


Robinson, Bristol 


BALLANCE, coum, ncteinetey, Yorks, retired Willow Merchant. Aug 2. 
Carter & Co, Pontef: 
Barber, CHARLOTTE, li rd, Clapham. 


mout 

BABDWELL, FREDERICE, Worksop, Notts, Esq. Sept 1. 

Bsecx, Henry PuixiP, Alfred pl, Bloomsbury, Author. 
f&erjeant’s inn, Fleet st 

Brumby, Ev1zABeTH Kats, Richmond, Surrey. July 81. Wood, Richmond 

ARNELL, RICHARD. Borough Baebes, Southwark, Fruit S.lesmin. Aug 2. 

Kingsford & Co, Essex st, 8 

COLE Contain 5 Yue HENRY, come HESS Leinster Beginent, Shorncliffe, 

hy oo . Wilkinson & Son, Lincoln’s-inn-fie 

Cousins, 7 x. ‘ast Teignmouth, Devon. Nov 1. aren Newton Abbot 

CrosTON, JAMES, Southport, Surgeon. July 31. Hope, Atherton 

Garoop, Henry, Rose lane, Ratcliff, Licensed Victualler. July 19e Young & 
Co, 2, St. Mildred’s ct, Poultry 

GAUBERT, ROBERT JOSEPH. High st, Kensington, Gent. July 20. Tatton & Son, 


Lower Phillimore pl, Kensington 
Gorr, GEORGE CHARLES, » India, Conductor in Indian Ordnance 


Department, Bengal Circle. Augusti1, Ley & Co, Carey st, Liccoln’s inn 


GRIEVES. SIBELLA MACKENZIE, kanietowne pl, Brighton. August1. Withall 
& Co, Great George st. Westminste: 
Sewen, HANNAH, North Walsham, Norfolk. July 19. Emerson, Norwich 


Jackson, JoHN HOLT, Flookerbrook, Chester, Gent. July 20. Davy, Manchester 


KEMBLE, CHARLOTTE, Siaasbury, Wilts. July 31. Waltons & Co, Leadenhall 
House, Leadenhall st 


June 24, 


Aug 7. Slipper, Great Yar- 
Burdekio & Oo, Sheffield 


Aug 1. Nye & Co, 


iam, © i Orystal Palace rd, East Dulwich. July 14. Lil. Jones, 
um st 

Lupron, Henny, Halifax, Grocer. Aug 1. England, Halifax 

Mackenzie, THoMAs, Manchester, Manufacturer. July 31. Walley, Manchester 


Pawsos, Wit11AM JOHN, Shawdon, Northumberland, Esq Aug 7. Fiux & 
Leadbitter, Leadenhall st 
ex a Bristol, retired House Carpent»r. Aug 12. Gwyan & Co, 


Putman, Feanozs Mary, Bideford, Devon. Auzs Rooker & Bszeley, Bideford 
Ropsrts, Er1za, Digby rd, Brownswood pk. Augi, Marcy, Bewdley, Worcs 
Ropinson, Henny, Kingston upon Hull, Pawnbroker. Ju'y 30. Watson & Oo, 


SHAPLAND, JOHN, Oradley, Hereford, Esq. Ju'y 31. Guséotte & Co, Essex st, 
Saw, tusan, York. nae 1, Smith, York 


STEVENSON, WILLIAM RICHARD Hagry, Formby, nr Liverpoo', Clerk in Orders 
Aug Le. py Nantwich 
Stevenson, WILLIAM THORPE, B se p Beason, Pyrénée, France. July 30. 


Uauttose 6 Gs. & Co., Old Jewry-cham 
seme Ganem, Dowlais, Glam, cutie "Dealer. July 31, James, Merthyr 
Unpernay, JouN, Esq, Torquay. July 31. 0. Lindop, Torquay 


Wuiretaw, WILLIAM > A berewon, Glam, Oonfectioner. July 31. 
Jones, Aberavon, Port Talbot 


Woon, Saran, U; Richmond-rd, Putney July 23. M & Gresham © 
House, Old Hroad-st divcond ane Si Site 

Ween. bn Liverpool, Watchmaker August 11 J, T. Smith & Son, 

WoopHousk, ANGELINA, Attercliffe, Sheffield July 26 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 


Tennant & 


chester 
Wourps, Jaws, Braughton, Devon Augii Rooker & Baseley, Bideford 





SToKEs, ALFRED, Appach-road, Brixton-hill, Storekeeper. Aug 1. 


| WarBaick, Betry, Thornton, Lancs, Groce>. 
Wem JosgPH, Houghton-on-the-Hill, Leics, Grazier. 


ren 
Woops, CATHERINE, Broughton, Manchester August 12 Slater & Co, Man- “from 
a ’ ugh ugu tories We ow. itary 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 27, 
ATKINSON, W1t11AM, Wakefield, Cab Proprietor. Augi Mander, Wakefield 
Samu, Bem Maky, Brechin pl, South Kensington. July 24. Upton & Ov, 


bars, Bose ee Victoria st, Westminster, Solicitor. August 1. White & Co, 


BESSBORCUGH, e Hon OAROLINE AMELIA, Countess Charles Ber- 
keley eq. July 25. Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields ze * 
BoLLanD, THOMAS JOSEPH. , Commission Agent. Aug ii. Ash- 

worth & Inman, Manchestar 


BowbDeEn, Henry, Hastings, Bath Chair Manufacturer. J 31. Gamlen & 
Burdett, Gray’s inn sq ‘ = 


Briscor, JoHN EDWARD, Albrighton, Salop, Esq. Aug 15. Dent & Co, Wolrer- 
Bruce, Dororay Forstse, Jesmond rd, Newsastle upon Tyne, Aug i. Ryott, 
Gateshead 


t 
Duanype, 549 James, Sheffield, Outlery Manufacturer. July 30. Bransoa & Son, 


CAMPBELL, Svaasas, Owston, Lincs, Aug 2. Taylor & Newbo:n, Epworth, 


Donca 
Camneaet, We sare Owston, Lincs, Aug 2. Taylor & Newborp, Epworth, 


Don 
Cannons, Rowan Wa Wri1AM pan Soum, Northumberland pl, Bayswater, Gent. Aug 
8, 
et HEnry, Touatie Bi Spectacle Maker. July 21. Solomon, 
tmingham, 8p’ ly , 


wm, ALEXANDER JOHN, Gree: — cepa former] 
Surgeon General. November 1. sag &—y : 4 


Crowpy, Sener. Oraw! Do Sussex, Clerk in = me Orders. July 31. 
Bell & Co, Liacoln’s a4 fields” ¥ ? 


Curtis, Mary, Worthing, Sussex. July3i. Baker & Co, Cannon st 
Doaestr, ExizaneTH Emty, Kingston on Thames. July 25. Kent, Basinghall 


street 
FENWICK, MARGERY, Westoe, Durham, Aug8. Rennoldson, South Shields 
GaeniR, BRAND, St Ives, Hunts, Veterinary Surgaon. July 24. Watta, St Ive 


Gossip, ALicz, Cakicigh, nr Melbourne, Victoria. Aug 15 Sladen & Wing, 
Delahsy st, Westminster 


Guaney, JoHN HENRY, Northrepps Hall, Norfolk, J 30. Co -per & 
Davies, Norwich . oo x 


or 
HiaGiInson, CHARLES, Newton, Chester, Gent. Augi. Fletcher, Northwi:h 


Hirst, W yous ene Lascelles Hall, nr Huddersfield, E:q JP. August 


31. wling & Hi e 
Jones. Dora ELLEN, Sebati Carnarvon, Draper. July 16. Lioyd & Co, 
Oriccieth 


Canagee, Aneuva, Torre, Devon, Olerk in Holy Orders. Augus51. Tozer & Co, 


Low, Sruakgt Henry, Warwick a, , Upper Clapton. August27. J T&GF Ma-- 
shall, ‘Theobald’s rd, Gray 
——— ALEXANDER, Hastingden, Lincs, M.D. July 3!. Thomps n, Has- 
n 


MARIGOLD. Epwakp, Wolverhampton, Licensed Victualler. Aug 15. Dant & 
Co, Wolverhampton 
Matra, & JOHN BLOSSET, Bastetaave gdns, Knt, Q.0. Aug 1% Tourle, 


bald’s rd, Bedf 
Maa, Avoxz0, Green lanes, ‘Stoke Newington, Jewel'er, AugS. Vaadereom 
seem Resecca, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick. July 28. Weekes & Co, Bir- 
mingham 
—. Lilangwm, nr Usk, Mon, Clerk in Holy Orders. August 9. 
RUCKER. DANIeL Henry, Mincing lane, Colonial Broker. August tt. Hollam3 


& Co. Mincing lave 


RUSSELL, FREDERICK, Keston, Kent, Beerhouse Keeper. July 27. Cattarns & 


Mark lane 
ab Wiach, 


Arundel-st, Strand 


THomeoN, Jamus, Gateshead, Joicer. Augi. Ryott, Gateshead 


TuNsTILL, Ropekt, Brierfie’'d, Lancs, Eeq. July 3i, Oarr & Son, Colne 
July 20. Clarke, Fleeswood 
Septi. Freer & Co, 


iter 
WHITAKER, HARTLEY, Wakefield. July 2i. Mumford & Johnson, Bradford 


ILLIAMS, TREVOR WILLIAM Wynn, Brixton hill, Surgeon. July 3i. Heron, 
Ely pl, Holborn 


Wooncors. Se St. Austell, Cornwall, Grocer. Nov 15. Carlyon & Stephens, 
warn RICHARD, Fleetwood, Lancs, Retired Innkeeper. July 20. Clarke, 








ABNING TO INTENDING HovUsE 
my ehed aa Ba tt tsthoroughly 
e Sani & Ventilation Co., 65, 
ter (Estab. “fanaa he Seas er aan 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. | Dasran. Erngst Epw | Hurcanwox, Jomm, Orewe, Cheshire, Ocal Merchant 
Barnstaple Pet Jame #9 " ona, Wholesale s Pet une 
London Gasette—F ripay, June 27. Fasgipens, Kuss, pm pw Baker | | JAMES, a conn, Sees Baker Lunstall Pe} 
Bolton 4 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Fawortt. THOMAS, Blackburn, Sleer Biter | _Jouneox, I Taoma' owas, Bradford, Butcher Bradfo-d Pe? 
BakewsLL, THomas LUKE, Gt Grimsby, late Licensed Pet June 24 Ord June 24 June 
} ictualler ‘at Grimsby Pet une 94 Ord | Frecp, Frepsrtox, Lu Beds, Stra ptt, Manu-  Joyor, ce, QuanEs Stratton, Wilts, Builder Swiedoa 
Og m, Surrey, Gent Oroydon Poa Namath atug J Ord Sun ~ North | KersHaw, Mary cae Bare, Biretel, Yorks, Grover 
Pet June 24 re peo 24 , eraingtce, | J Scare een Carpenter High | x ee acy P Pet June 25 + ge 
Boorn, JamEs WILs0 180M, ‘Muswell rd, Muswell hil’, ane 24 Ord June 2%  anm Ramegate, Sain - Castenster 
Commission Agent High Court Pet June %5 | Gat Wunbant hele wall, Contractor ime, Fears, Ree Gade 
une 25 our 
HENRY, Ipswich, Gab Proprietor Ipswich | Hazumaroa, ALLEN: MAMTIVAL, Qranoe, Leios, Gent a ky} yk apes Stockbrokers, High Ovart 
a oe aot — = Ivory Worker non Bet Jane a Grocer Rochester Pet jaca, Foupert, ‘03, Ironmonger 
Croydon me, Penge, Buy Fuse a June,28 Ord Juno 23 ae ‘on Pet ‘Ord June 23 
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iow, Bux, Rawtenstall, Lancs. Journeyman Tailor 
Ord June 25 


burn Pet June 25 Goal u 
Otement, Acton, erchant 
Brentford Pet June 23 Ord June 
» WILLIAM SLODDEN, le, ‘ont, Farmer 
Canterbury Pet June 23 June 23 
Woy WILLIAM THomas MANN, 
SSS . Builders Kingston Pet 
June 23 d June 23 


Munro, SaNraiae Denos MA: te Seteeel, Solicitor 
Brictot “pet Jun June 14 Ord June 
ra. | ~~ NICHOLAS, Liver I, 
Ord Ea dens" oad 
erchant Wor- 


Pet May 23 
PAYNE, me, TLARYEY. 4, 
Cg Pet June 23 Ord Tuas os 
PERRIN, WiIt11AM, Burton Latimer, Northampton- 
e Farm Bailiff ‘Northampton Pet Fane 23 
CAPRE :B late of Park pl, ti 
ARRE, of Par no Occupation 
High Oourt Pet Mays Ord J Im © 25 ’ 
Rrecey, Henry, Lee erambulstor' Maker Leeds 
June 21 CeRaen 
CateB MorGan, New Swindon, Wilts, 
to the Great Western Railway Co Swin- 
eM Ha 2 by fo » Mitch 8 
OHN THOMAS, wer am, Surrey, 
Grocer oe ll Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
SHEPP4SED, FREDERI James, Towcester, ‘North- 
- Ly = pe Solicitor Northampton Pet June 
SxHILt, a 3 Farnh am, 8 Boot Merchant 
a = d Godalming May 30 Ord 


SmiTH, JoHyN, Horncastle, jigs, Latins Maker 
Boston. une 2 Ord J 

STEWART, Ropekt, Newcastle on fon Tailor New- 
eastleon Tyne Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

Ta James HENRY, Rochester, Confectioner 

Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

THoMPsoN, JOHN, Lisodia, or Lincoln Pet 
June 24 Ord June 


185 ; Oo .» Oyster Merchant 
High Pet April 28 ee tee 23 
VEEVEBS, Clitheroe, Lancs, Farmer 
Vineo, Jauus Jone, Bratbuyy oh Hice st, Kings- 
AMES JOHN, i 
land, Leather Seller High Court Pet June 23 
Ord June 23 
‘WILDERS, EDERICK, Lian; 


CHARLES FRED » Den- 
“Pighsbire, Gent Birmingham Pet Tar Ord 
WItLtmaMs, GUILDFORD Coy, _Meewie Tailor 
Woon, D FW. Bristel, farm Dy . Bristol 

ANIEL W, eranenl ra, ts) 
Pet June 19 Ord June 2 - = 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Buneisac, Frawx, Holloway rd, Islington, 
Merchant July 8 at 12 33, Uarey st, Tincuin's 


paeraurn, and GsorGe Tack, White- 

chapel ar Manufactures July 8atil 33, 
Carey arn ’s ion fields 

Dickens, Wit11amM, Daventry, Northamptonshire, 

Shoe Manufacturer July 8atit County Ovurt 

Se eeennapten 

kthorpe, Norwich, Black- 


ee ~~ Poc 
emith’ July 6 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Nor- 
Fancay, James THomas, Lavdport, late Relieving 
July7at4 166, Queen st, Portsea 
Cuaptzs, Loughbor Iropmonger July 
4at3.20 Off Rec, 34 


, Friar Leics 
Foster, T. J., late of Seckenhann. Fg | nme ped 
J 4 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal s 
Lzolns inn fields * 


Havizy. Hexpert, Portway, Rowley Regis, Staffs, 
Hanlier July 7 at 10.20 County Court, West 
Haynax, Leytonstone July 8 at 


Gzorce WILLIAM, 
11 Bankruptcy blings, Portu zal st, Lincoln’s 


inn 
Hazrzr, Tom, Sbtapioe, Berks, Baker July 4 at 12 
1, 8t Aldate’s, O: 
HAZLERIGG, ALLEN Pilcketves, Cranoe, Lricester- 
shire, Gent July 7 at 12.20 Off Rec, 34, Friar 


ter 
" Cor brook, —y oo Grocer J “9 
Sati Off Reo, F tree lane, 8 
Hiaas, Jou», jan. Olney. Bucks. Butcher July 8 
11 County court bidgs, Northam: 
Hous Heyry, Chatham, Grocer July7 at 11.30 
Off Rec. High st, Rochester 
Huwry Igrave, Leicestershire, Shoe 
Pret snan Juiy 4at1230 Off Rec, %, Friar lane, 


JouNson, gy tng Bucher July 7 at 3 30 
Off Rec, 31, ag Foie eg ae ag 
Jouzs, Bexs amin, Briton Jam, Washman in 
Onn Works July 7 at 12 On Boe 97, Oxford st, 


Somes, seemes, Aberdare. Boot Dealer July 9 at2 


Rec, mertis i Sede te " 
shan darn Te79 


ue 


CE, CHARLES, Stratton, W: Builder 
On. Of Rec. High ot, Swindon sinclar 
Omanres Wi1114M, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer 
ey So Off 22, Park row, Leeds 
Onn ewport, Mon, ronm: 
July 8 at 2.25 Off Rec, 25, Colmore row, bir. 


Mansu, Wm114K ertser 
July 9 at 3 Ob fenal intone be - 


FRED W: 8 “ 
7 at Ii 4 Rallwey approach: 


mogap, Grameitx Pron Mar, Brat, Soicttor 


NYg, Soames Henry, Tunbridge Weljs, Bookseller 
July 7 at 12 24, Railway approach, London 


Wi114M SELBY Gra’ BATWIOKR, Kingsbury, 
‘amworth, Warwickshire, out of business 
Voly Bani 25, Colmore row, B 
HENRY, Queen Victoria st, 
aout July 8 at 2.30 on, Caaay ah Lineal tom 


, THomAS THRUSH, Accrington, Tailor July 

22 at 2 Geuns Court house, Blackburn 
, WILLIAM ‘y. Swansea, late toon July 
rat 12.30 Off Rec LA aoe Sw. 
ERS, CHARLES AN, New Swindon, Wilts, 
“Clerk to G Ww Ry Oo J July 8at1 Off Rec, 32, High 


st, Swindon 
Birmingham, Restaurant 


JOHN CHARLES, 
Koeper July 11 at 11 25, Oolmore row, Bir- 





gare Lae Esher, Surrey, Corn Merchant July 
4at3 24, way approach, London Bridge 
— , FLORA, Kensington Mansions, Trebovir 


rd , Bar?’ s Court, Widow July 10atit 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
SMIrTH- guar. CHARLES MoRDEN, Elm pk gardens, 
Fulham rd, Gent J uly 4 ms = Bankruptey bldgs, 
Portugal st, Ténogin’s 's inn fi 
INELL, OHARLES wick = * Kensington, Coal 
pay a July. 10 4 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
no fi 
SrTzwakt, RoBERT, Newcastle on T: 
Tg Off Rec, Pink lane, ewe on Tyne 
aaa and GEORGE STIMP- 
SON, p Beng orfolk, Farmers Loy 16 at 10.80 
W. B. Whail, ed sq, King’s L 
TAYLOR, JAMES Rochester, "Confectioner 
July 17 at 11.30 Off Ree, High st, Rochester 
Tovey, BENJAMIN, Midsomer N a Somerset 
Painter July 9 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
~- Louis AUGUSTUS GRAVES, 
auagten pk July 9 at 12 


WHITTAKER, J Burnley, Blacksmith’s Striker 
gay 17 atl “Hoksees otel, Nicholas st, Burn- 


HITING, CHARLES Davip, George st, Westminster, 
Solicitor July 9atii 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


elds 

WutiaMms, Eras, Holyhead, Agden, Ironmonger 
July 7 at 2 Orypt chmbrs, Ches 

Wri11ms Jonny, Lianiestyn, Pwllheli, Carnarvon- 
shire, Labourer July 16 at 11.30 Sportsman 
Hotel, Portmadoc 

WILLIAMS, Moeris, iaayetumdwy, Carnarvonshire, 
— July 16 at 12 Sportsman Hotel, Port- 


Woop, Danret W, Bristol, Draper July 9 at1 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 
OOTTEN, ALLEN, brackley, Northampt>ashire, 
Builder July 6a6 11.20 1, 5t Aldate’s, Oxford 





VON DER SMISSEN, E 
Melrose ter, West 
83, Carey _e Lie inno 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


a_i cone Cecil rd, West Ham, Builder High 
B Pt Apeil 2¢ eS to Giimsby, late 
ARBWELI, omas LUKE, Grea i A 

Licensed Victualler Great Grimsby Pet June 
23 Ord June 2% 

BALLARD, JAM&S JULIAN, Liverpool, Draper Liver- 
poo! PetJuneii Ord June 24 

Brussy, THomas, High st, Hampstead, Coffee house 
Reever High Oourt "Pet Toes 9 Ord June 24 

WittaM, New et, Herts, Licensed 
Victualler Barnet Pet June 19 Ord June 25 


Coox, Henry, Ipswich, Gab Proprietor Ipswich 
Pet June 2i Ord June 2 

Coore:, Frank CHABLES  alisbary, Hatter Salis- 
La Pet June 20 Ord June 

DANIEL, W Beationer Bi ken- 


ILLIAM, Birkenh 

“head Pet June 19 Ord June 

Davis, STEPHEN, Penge, Surrey, Every Worker 
Groydon PetJuce# Ord Ju 

Drenyez. JoHs PrIppockg, Taubridge Wells, Coates. 
soarest Tunbridge Wells Pet June 18 Ord 

une 2 

Draper, Ernest Epwarp, Barnstaple, Grocer 
Barnstaple Pet June 24 Ord June 2% 

Figip, FREDERICK, Luton. Beds, Straw Fiat Manu- 
facturer Luton Pet June23 Ord June 23 

FOALz, Le eg, CuarLes, Chesterton rd, North 
Ken J a pte Oarpenter High Court 
Pet Fon 2 Ord June 

Grir¥iTus, Liwis, Giengall *, Millwall, Coatractor 
High Oourt Pet June 23 Ori duce 

HAZUERIGG, ALLEN MARTIVAL, Cranoe, Leics, Gent 
Leic-ster Pet June 21 Ord Jane 23 

Houmpareys, Ropest H. Coleherne terr, Brompton. 
Professiouval Sioger Higu Court Pet May 10 
Ord J LH 16 

AcksoN, WILLIAM, late Bucklersbury Bigh Court 
Pet April 14 Ord June 25 

JauEs, JOHN, ‘Tunstall. Staffs, Baker Tunstali Pet 
June 2% Ord Juse 2% 

Jounson, THoMas, irattord, Butcher Bradford 
Pet June 23 Ord Juce 

Jomzs, JAMES and rs nea Evgese ne ge Gt 

sane Tailors Worcester Pet May 27 

une 1 


Joyce. CHARLES, Stratton, wate, Bailder Swiadon 


"Pet June 28 Ord June 2 
LARKINS, FRSANK, bese, Sew aten Contractor 
Canterbury Pet June2 Ord June 2% 


Lone, Evan, Rawteostall, Dare Journe poonezen Tailor 


Pet June 
Maissy. Witt1saM 


Piumber Oxtord Him Wosdatock, Oxon, 








Payne, Harvey, Ves. oy + saersmesaes Wor. 
ee Pet June 
\ —>- ‘Barto rf Norttampton. 
shire F ‘arm Bailiff Northampton Pet June 2% 
ie Beer 1 Wire Ooo) High 
ane, me per 
Court Pet June it Ora’ Juae 
RIPLEY. Y, Leeds, Perambalator Maker Leeds 
Pet June a * Ord June 2 
ROGERS, OALEB MonoAx, _—— Swindon, Wilts, 
Clerk to the G W Railway Co Swindon Pet 
June 21 la 
ROWLAND, BEN. Wolverhampton, Staion 
Wien on Pet June 20 Ord June 2 
Szymour, JonHN THomas, Lower Mitcham, Surrey, 
rocer Croydon PetJune 20 Ord June 25 
orncastle, — Cabinet Maker 
Boston Pet June 2% Ord June 25 
SAMUEL, Aldrington, Sussex, Baker Brigh. 
ton Pet June20 Ord June 23 
TayLoR, JAMES HENRY, ee 
Rochester Pet June 23 Ord June 
TAYLOR, oem, Sittingbourne, Kent, ; oe Builder 


_Dentretiongy 


Roches PetJunei17 Ord June 24 

Suan te JouN, Lincoln, Shopkeeper Lincoln Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 

VEEVERS Clitheroe, Lancs, Farmer 


WILLIAM, 
» Blackburn Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
Virco, JAMES JOHN, Bradbury st, High st, Kings- 
Ord June 38 Seller High Court Pet June 23 
une 23 


WRIGHT, CHARLOTTE, Woolwich, Plumber Green- 
wich Pet June 12 Ord June 19 


RECEIVING ORDER RESOINDED AND PETI. 
TION DISMISSED. 


RoGceErs, WILLIAM Henry, Dawson #).. Bayswater, 
Gent High Vourt Ord Mar 31 c June 24 


London Gagette.—TuEspDAY, July 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ANGEL, JoHN Fry, Okehampton. Devon, Master 
¥ ~~ East Stonehouse Pet June 26 Ord 
une 
ATKINSON, RICHARD, Garston, Lancs, Master 
Mariner Liverpool Pet June27 Ord ‘Tune 27 
BARTLETT, THOMAS, Cardiff, Cabdriver Cardiff Pet 
June 28 Ord June 28 
Bocock, EVERARD, Nottingham, Joiner Nottingham 
Pet" June 26 Ord June 2 
BrIGHTON, RICHARD, hie terrace, Not otis 
a Builder High Court Pet June 27 0 
ane 
Eastwoop, GrorGs, York, Plane Maker York Pet 
—s Ord June % 
Fawk Isaac, Dalston Syetens, Labourer 
“Carlisle Pet June 28 Ord Jun 
s Lynn, Saddler King's Lynn 
Pet June 25 Ord Tune 26 
GEORGE, BENJAMIN, Talywain, nr Pontypool, “< 
Blacksmith Newport, Mon Pet June 28 
Gress, WILLIAM, Leicester, Bootmaker Lelczater 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
HammMoydD, ALFRED, Bristol,{Grocer Bristol Pet 
June27 Ord June 27 
Benes Finisher Leeds 
N, Katie, Bassett A Nottiag hill, Syiuster 
High Court Pet June 13 Ord June 27 
Harvey, SaMust, Vowchurch, Hereford, Farmer 


Hereford Pet June 25 Ord June 25 


HeGarty, RicHABD DoMINICK, Seething lane, Pro- 


} aay Agent High Oourt Pet June 23 Ord 
une ? 
HickiinG, THomas SINGLEHURST, Nottingham, 


Mineral Water —~ - ecmeed Nottingham Pes 
June 25 Ord June 

Hopkins, THOMAS, Leicester, Batcher Leicester 
Pet June 26 Urd June 26 

RELAND, SmNeEY, Ex ter, Licensed Victualler 
Exeter Pet June25 Ord June 25 

JOWETT, WALTER SUGDEN, Bradford, Warehoussiaae 

Wpradford Pet June 27 Ord June 2 

Kerns, Witt1amM THOMAS, icaeubase rd, Boot 
Manufacturer High Court Pet June 27 Ord 


une 28 

Lacey, JAMES, Luton, Beds, Timber Dealer Luton 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

LANGTON, JOsEPH DAVID, Clement’s inn, Solicitor 
High Court Pet June 28 Ord June 

NEEDHAM, JOHN, Derby, wt Provision Dealer Derby 
Pet June 27 Ord June 2 

NoAu, ROBERT PHILLIPS, Camden, 1d, Gent High 
Court Pet May 20 Ord J 

Pirman, Jonn, Tunbridge Wells. , om Tunbridge 
We Pet Ju 25 


ne 2 Ord Jan 
PRATTENT, FRANCIS Mownaay, | Fouthamptcn, Rear 
Admiral Southampton Pet June Ord 


June 28 
RAVENSCROFT, CHARLES SxEpTimus, Wharfdsle_ st, 
West Brompton, Manager t» a Limited Uo High 
Court Pet June?7 Offi June 27 
SAVILLE, ILLuM, Birstal, Yorks, Bookseller 
bury Pet June 26 Ord Juve 26 
Szyranc, Evagens Epwarp, Brockley, Kent, for 


merly Ole mie inges wich ’ Pet June #0 
Ord June 20 

Susetock, THomMas, Wolverhampton, Oabinet 
Maker Wolverhampton Pet Jane 27 Ord 
June 27 

Srmton, Davip, COaerleor, atom, Market Gardener 
Newport, Mon Pet June Ons ee Sy 

Suirn, WILLIAM, Hanover pr pine, Regent's pk, 
Builder High Oourt P. eS Ord June 26 

Letom ter, oral Leicester Pet 


PRIGGS, 
June % Ord 
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, JOHN, Dewsb' Lodging House Keeper 
swirn, Jou, Pet Jeon June 27 
WALKER, JON. Leeds, Butcher 


ATHAN HER, 
Leeds Pot June 28 Ord June 28 


The following amended notice is substituted for 
that published ia ' London Gazette of June 6. 
MAcmnquHAM, Jamas. Fa!con rd, + memes Dyer 
Wandsworth Pet k unes Ord June 3 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of June 13. 
SpraGGE, SARAH JANE, Battle, Sussex, + Mer- 

chant Hastings PetJune9 Ord Jun 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AsnwortH, Many Jang, Leeds, Confectioner, Widow 
July 9ati2 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

BRADLEY, WILL14M ROBERT, Sheffield, Draper July 
9atii Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

CuatIs, SAMUEL BURRIDGE, Purvis rd, Kensal Green, 
Baker Ju'y ii atil 83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inu 


DIcKInsON, HERBERT, and FRED:RICK OOOPER, 
fy mews, Cambridge grdns, Nottiog hill, 
Gorn Dealers Jul, 8 att 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Dousats. Oscar OC, formerly of Hill st, Knights- 
— July 8 at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


DOwDING, WALTER, Regent st, Hosier, &c. July it 
om Bs Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoin’s 


mis spear York, Plane Maker July 11 at 11 


FARRINGTON, WILLIAM, Bolton, Wholesale Baker 
July 8 ~ li 16, Wood st, Bolton 
Fostez. C.. Richmond, Surrey, Builder July 8 ati1 
24, Railway a London Bridge 
icester, lecaaee July 11 at 
80 Off Rec, 34. Friar ec », Leicester 
RIFFITHS, LEW18, Glengall rd, Millwall, Contractor 
July 9 at2.80 33, Oarey st, Lincoln's inn fields 
Hopkins, THOMAS, Leicester, + = aae July 9 at 8 
Off Rec, 31, Friar lane, Leices' 
mag Rosset H, benderee terrace, Bromp- 
nm, Professional Singer July 11 at 12 33, Carey 
" Lincoln’ 8 inn fields 
IMPERIALI, WILLIAM GIOVANNI, Edgware rd, late 
Jeweller’s Assistant July 9 ati 33, Oarey st, 
Liocoln’s inn fields 
IRELAND, SIDNEY. Exeter, Licensed Victualler July 
9at10 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cir, Exeter 
JOWETT, WALTER SUGDEN, Bradford, Warehouseman 
July i1 at 10.30 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Kersuaw, Mary EvizanarTi, *Birstal, Y. Yorks, Grocer 
July 9at8 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
LACHMANN & Oo, Fenchurc’ st, Cigar Merchants 
July 10 at 12 Baakruptcy bldgs, Poriugal st, 
Lincoln’s ion fields 
LAWLER, Wren, Southport, Cab Proprietor July 
10at3 Off Rec, 85, Victoria y Liverpool 
LEVIE, ALBXANDER, Mile End rd, Butcher July 15 
at 12 33, Care: ye Lincoln’ 8 inn fields 
Lzewis, Marcus Ts inn sq, Solicitor July 9 
S 1 = Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
nn 
Lung, EVAN, Rawtenstall, Lancs, Journeyman Tailor 
July 22 at 3.20 County Court house, Blackburn 
McAxgtTuurR, WILLIAM, Gracechurch st, Commission 
Agent July 16 at 11 33, Oarey st, Lincoln's inn 


MxEGoNE, NORFOLK, Gateley rd, Brixton July 10atil 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Portagal: st, Lincoln’siun fields 
Mis, Davin, Bexhi!l on . Sussex, Builder J uly 
14ati2 Young & Son, Bank blags, Hastings 
MoreGay, L., Moor poate st, Merchaat July 9 at 230 
Bankruptcy bl Portugalst, Lincoln’sina fields 
Mowt, James, Guildford, Tauor July 9 at 12 24, 
Rail may approach, oy Bridge 
Muron, JonN, Boa Wh Biackw Haginect July 
15atil 33, Carey rm "Rincon sian fi 
PascHALt, ANGELO NICHOLAS, 5 tg Master 
fiaciase Bae 11 at 2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria si, 
verpoo! 
Payne, Harvey, Worcester, Coal Merchant Jaly 14 
atit Off Keo, Worcester 
. Henry HreamM STEERE, Fleet st, Journalist 
July 15 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 
Lincoln’s inu fields 
PEeRRin, WILLIAM. Burion Latimer, Northampton- 
shire, Farm Bailiff July 8 at 10.30 VUounty Oours 
bldgs, Northampton 
PHILLIPS ALBXAWDEE, “hatte, Slipper Manufacturer 
July Satit Off Keo, 22, Park row, as 
Powatb, WILLIAM, Stroud, Brewer’s Clerk Aug 5 at 
1. Off Rec. 15, Kiag st, Gloucester 
Pur.ey, JAMES, Beer lane, Wine er July 10 at 
220 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln's ian 
LIFF, EpMUND THE DOR#, South aq, Gray’s inn, 
Solicitor July 9 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
Reapuax, Wittmam, Whitby, Yorks, Plasterer 
July 9 at 3 Off Reo, 8 Albert rd, Middles- 
borough 
Rmvas, Husenaanp Attwoop Woosrsr, East 
ussex, Architeas July 9 at 1.89 m4, 
anialivay 8 


abprossh, London bridge 

ae, Perembulanor Maker July 

mic Of nate 22, Park row, Leeds 
eae, Gores Wit114M, Kingston upon Hail 
mackowner July 9 at 11.30 Off Ree. Trivity 

So lane, Hull 

LAND, BENJAMIN, Welzorhampten, Stetlonee 
July 22 atit..5 Off Reo, Wolverhamp 


Savitiu, WiuraM, Bicatal, Yorks, 2 oon July 
Satd Off Reo, k chmbrs, Batley 


Spriaas, 8. Leicester, Tailor July 9at12 Off 
lane Leicester 
Baker Jaly 9 


Lng te Friar 
Sretr, SAMUEL, Aldrington, Sussex 
att Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 


THOMPSON, ALFRED, and MorDAauNT Dicey. Milk st 
gs, Milk st, Man’ rer’s Agent July 10 at 


WELLS, FRank, ‘ord, 
w uly 10at 14" Of Heo, St, Pitiver ot, Lino athe 
HITE, JOHN, n. w raper Ju 

at it Off Rec Roo Erinity 7 House ne, Hull ° 


Oop, ROBERT BRINDLRY, a mayan Farmer 
July @ at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincolo’s inn 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Arxrimson, RicHarp. Garston, Lanc3, Master 
Mariner Liverpool Peat June 27 Ord June 27 

Bartietr, THomAS, Cardiff, Gabdriver Uardiff Pet 
June 28 Ord June 28 

Bates, ALFRED JOHN PALMER, klands terr. 
“Oricklewood, Kiiburn, Miller High Court Pet 
May 20 Ord June 28 

BJORKMAN, Huao, Little Alban t’s Park. 
Timber Merchant High ate et May 16 
Ord June 27 

BriGHTon, RICHARD, Devonshire terr, Notting Hill 
Gate. a High Court Pet June 27 


Ord Ju 

DALTON, MICHAEL a Kingston a Hull, 
Wholesale Kingston upon Hall Pet 
June9 Ord 


Downpine, WALTER, a Hogent st, Hosier High O.urt 
Pet May 3i Ord Juue 
EAsTWwoop, Seem. < =ox, , a Maker York Pet 


June% Ord J 
‘ARRINGTON, Winuan, Bolton, Wholesale Baker 
Bolton Pet June 13° Ord June 26 

D Cumberland, Labourer 


Fawkes. Isaac, Dalston, 

Oe Pet June28 Ord June 23 
y, King’s jn. Saddler King’s Lynn 
June 

Foster, C., Richmond, Surrey, Builder Wandsworth 
Pet May 28 Ord June 23 

GEORGE, BENJAMIN, Talywain, nr Pontypool, M 
—- Newport, Mon Pet June 28 Ord 


eum Wreus, Leicester, Bootmaker Leicester 


meee | Ors cane # iia High 
AM, GEORG ne 
Gouri et ay 1 Ont Snes? 

HARR Hewney, Leeds, Brass Finishsr Leeds 


Pet + a7 Ord June 27 

Harvey, Samvugt, Vowchurch, Herefo 
Farmer Hereford Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

Hickrine, Tuomas SINGLEHURST. Nottingham. 
Mineral Water ees Nottingham Pet 
June 25 Ord Jun 

Hopkins, THOMAS, Leloester, Butcher Leicester 
Pet a une 26 Ord Jun 

HUTrcHInsoN, JOHN, Grewe, 6 Cheshire, Ooal Merchant 
Urewe Pet May 27 Ord June 

IgpELanpD, Smpney, Exeter, Licensed Victualler 
Exeter PetJune25 OrdJune 2% 

JOWETT, WALTES SUGDEN, Bradford, Wareh ouseman 
Bradford Pet June27 Ord June 27 

Kerns, WILLIAM Tuomas, Haggerst-ne rd, Boot 
Manufacturer High Oc Court t June 27 Ord 


June 28 
Kmmouanr, JOHN CHARLTON, York st, Portman 
oftajor | General High Court Pet April 1 


tina a Luton, peas, Timber Desler Luton 
Pet June 27 Ord June 
LANGTON, JosePH Da AVID, ‘Glement's na Solicitor 
h Court Pet June 23 Ord Jun 
ManninG, W. P., Coverdale ri, Uxbelise rd, Baak 
Clerk High Court Pet May 5 Ord June 26 
Nein, Pair, Jermyn st, 8s James’s, Gent High 
Court Pet May 22 Ord J mas 3 
PaSCHALI, ANGELO NICHO moa 12 rpool, Master 
we. ge = we ay 23 Ord June 38 
OHN, ge Wells, Baker Tunbridge 
noel Feb Juge ts Oat Jute ee aigh 
=a OHN, ng’s rd, raper 
Court Pet Juse6 Ord June 27 
nee I'momas, Newcastle on Tyne, Commis- 
gon Ag . Neweastic on Tyne Pet June 19 
uo 


SAVIULE, Wiese. Birstal. iota, Bookseller 
Dewsbury Pet June2 Ord J 
Sprieas, Samus, Leicester, Tailor. ee Pet 
8 ie  ensees Lodging h k 
WIFT HN, wabury. ouse kee; 
Dewsbury Pet June 2 Ord June 97 ee <¢ 
June %& ies cone 


WELLESLA&Y. Hon FRED RTHUR, Merton, 
aon ra rietor Hi ry Court J 
Saerey: le p gh Cou Pet June 


WILDERS, ral eranpnen0x, Liengolien, 
Se June 24 ee 


WALK&R, JONATHAN FLETCHER, 
Leeds Pet 


[ay Gent Birmiaghan 
Wit Been UILDFORD CROOMS, Norwich, 
Norwich ey Ord Si we 
woes —~ istol Pet June 


Ord June 


The followieg amended notice is subsitituted for that 
‘pablited ia the London Gusete, ene it, 


watant ‘Hastings Pou Suued “Ora d we” 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


jay. Poses. Bagen & Goet, S o Mezanes, Hameo 


saute GBA a ee «: Co.sas the Mart, E.O., at 
[A751 sgpeineneneedeeniogeaparngp 


J & 

Wr cagtnat DReumatt STS tae 

Premises. &c. advertisement, J 10). 

July 8.—EDWARD TE WSON, Keq. (ot the firm emo cesrs. 
Mart, E.0., at 2 o'clock, F . 


Sechord Properties 
a, ke woes eae - 
gay 9 —Messrs > ot Ay 


B.Cat 2 o'clock, Brosh dy Lsasohold 


veh, pe). 
0.—Messra. Datver & Oo., atethe Mart, E.C., 
aevdeme Residential Property (see advertise- 
ment, June 28, p. 4). 

July 11,.—Messrs Baker & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 2 o'clock, Freehold Investments (see advertise- 
ment, this week, p.613). 

July 11.—Messrs. Tsws0 om Fares, & 
BRIDGEWATER. at the Mart, E.C 2 o'clock, 

Residential Estate and old Resi- 


dences (see eg omy Tay 7, 210 10). 
July 11.—Meszrs. NORTON, EaT, at the 
vestments 


6 BO. Freehold and Leasehold {n 


saly i= 13.“ Mesars. ft W W. Fouten, Moos, & FuLtme 
o'clock, Freehold Sites (see BP sg 


Fos 28, p. 694). 





BIRTHS, nner AND DEATHS, 


VINCENT. he ! 1, at neom H Oleveland-road 
no roos, the wife of William Vincent, solicitor, 
&@ son. 


ae ig eA 1, aso phcompimnmet ae 
Moptstete, Danesenn, ies Guian wal 


S°uctror Capital £1,000, desires 
Practice ; London or Suburban ; 
fullest investigation required.—F. 


references and 
Faancis, * Solicitors’ Journal’ Office, 27, 7, Ubancery- 
lane, W.C. 


ag ERD, a Clerk to attend to the Duties 








's Clerk's Office in the » 

nates useful; age not to ex- 
24; he must be a good a 

writer, and a neat and rapid longhand writer ; 





AW PARTN ERSHLIP.— Wanted, Partnsr- 
 aepenees ay —* es banat am | 
a’ 
%, oe Linooiae: ras ore W.O. ‘amiave = 


ARRISTERS ond 80 eet Rey uir- 





2D _ ine Professional Chambers close to the, Law 
nopiy tothe » New Uourt, Litcola’e-inn 


~~ dt Scavaae at bt a... ae ty 





Litre YMENT of WOMEN, 5 for the EM- 
LOYMENT of WOMBN, 8, Portugal. ao | 





pa 9 ba | counrately 
MORTGAGES. 

M&; ALFRED _DOEEA ES, eo 

meee is ine position te 

Freehold or Lease- 


morgage sr tan 


anela Properties’ Ra other Contractors, 


yp g favourable terms, at from 





gnines te 


M* UTTLEY, Solicitor, 


GaNDUDRti 
MEbLare, aoa 
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es a CITY OF LONDON. | NORTHWOOD. 
The Subscription to the SouictTors’ JOURNAL ts | On the Metropolitan Railway (Chesham Extension) EQU 
The he sble Presale no and Livy ew athante with an excellent service of trains to town, which is 
5 " ; . and known as No. 7, Pea Hen-court, opsgate- min i 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 288. ; with the street Within, in the City of London. The houre — Freche Bote | goad gh by 
: | govyers an area of 800ft, is most substantially the Eastbury Estate, situated in this singular! 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment inadvance | built, and comprises four floors and_ basement, icturesque. popular, and healthy residential 
oom —_—s a —_ Ss “eee goed see aod or | = iocatity, having fr t on lient roads, 
° a9 officer, with w c. on landing, the whole producing | i : 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub from good tenants rentals amouutiog to £363 per | ten seit acon Gaare re ry — 
annum. The property commuricates with No 9,| good-class residences. This sale will include about 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the | Union-court. Old Broad-street, E.C , and has been | £0 acres, beiog the last portion of the estate in Val 
known by that address for some years past | dmmediate ximi 
| proximity to the railway station. Bon 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. \7R. CHARLES JAMES LANGTON. | 1 Esses. HUMBERT, SON, & FLINT ‘ 
ye late of Marsh, Milner, & Langton (establishei | iV sre instructed to SELL by AUCTION, 
1843), will OFFER _ to AUOTION, at the MART. | in a MARQUEE on the ESTATE, on WEDNE2.- 
Bis a: , k | Tokenhouse yard, Bank of England (unless pre- | DAY, the 16th JULY, 19890, immediately after P! 
| viously sold by private treaty), on THURSDAY, | luncheon at HALF-PAST ONE o’clock, a number of 
| JULY 2. 1890. at ONE o'clock precisely, the above picturesque BUILDING SITES, suitable for the A 
CONTENTS | valuable City FREEHOLD. riper sty an. a = yey houses, -_ varying E 
r t ; : . | u tage 0 an acre and upwards, 
] ae op Re Rk el oe, on etn ‘The success hitherto attending these sales, Aw the wh 
QURRENT TOPICS «2.200.222 -2---eces-eoe ---2-.-+- 695 | Cannon-street, E.C., and of the Auctioneer, at his ep teey po tarcag ef oe bg Po hbourhood, have Lay 
| Auction and Reversion Offices, 9, Union-court, Old beautiful cateha te the market a en Re 
FRAUDULENT EXECUTION OF Pow2Rs ............. 598 | Broad-street, London, E.0. draw particular attention to the present sale, which Ful 
; — iecludes some of the most elevated sites in the 
MARRIAGE SETTLEMENTS BY FEMALE INFANTS... 599 CITY OF LONDON neighbourhood, commanding views of unsurp: 
Reveres 600 laadecnpe towards Uxtrige ant Wintear ies pitt 
Sdentesceseccee 000 secees .coete r00* cocscere The valuable Leasehold House and Premises known | landscape towards Uxbridge an ndsor. e 
“ f . | estate is supplied with gas and Colne Valley water. 
as No. 9, Union-court, Old Broad-street, E.0., com Py be acid cn the nine years 4 Payee TH! 


CORRESPONDENCE wccceessccecssrsssseee seene eens 609 cistn . | The lots w 
g four capital light floors and basement, con 
haw Mates 6°6 Paining 20 rooms. OF offices, Javatory, w.c, &c., peyment, and free of tithe and land-tax. : 
w seecesreceee seece seesccce se teens producing from good tenants rentals amounting to or further information apply to the Solicitors, 
L oun ..... 607 £450 per annum. The property is held on lease for | Messrs. Sone Sime & Oo., Surrey-house, Vic- 
Aw STUDENTS’ JOURNAL..-c0r co-ne-cccesse -eee0+ 607 an unexpired term of 55 years, at the low ground- toria-embankment, W.C.; or to the Auctioneers, 





Messrs Humbert, Son. & Flint, 11, Serle-street, Lin- 
Lucat News ...... eercccrcns cooseececcee -socer sees coz | Tent of £120 per annum po mea ree pt gt n 
Covrr Pavers 603 N R. OHARLES JAMES LANGTON, 
beeé-seus ° ‘ pi late of Marsb, Milner, & Langton is rablehed NORTHWOOD. 


1843). will OFFER to AUCTION, on T. ul = , H 
JULY 2%, at ONE o’clock precisely (unless pre- | An exceptionally choice Building Site of 64 acres, 
—eeute es  Yiously sold by private contract), the above valuable | situate in Watford-road, withia a few minutes 
CrEprrors’ seececereeereee sosee-secee oes 68 | TD baGRHOLD PROPERTY. wan oe ee station. It is sheltered on the 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES -.-0+ 200 .-00-seeee one -coeee 669 Particulars and conditions of sale of Messrs. Hens- bg nang pe Pate cape sunlig « Mena mal ye. Rag 
man & Marshall, Solicitors, 2*, College- hil, Cannon- d offeri 4 finely fi r etd for the 
| street, E.C.; avd of the Auctioneer, Auction and erachlom Of & eadiioniidl aihaan etter tae cremlon 
» E.C.; ’ formation of a residential estate, or for the erection 














—_—_— OO a 9, Union-court, Old Broad-street, | of a private hotel and high-class boarding-house, D 
eee WV ESSRS. HUMBERT, SON, & FLINT to be 
| beautiful BUILDING SITE, which will be incladed . 
; cake : | ID sautiful {. which will be include 
All letters intended for publication in the CITY OF LONDON. in thelr SALE of the 16th JULY, as in the preceding ar 
- ; =e Lhe capital Freehold Warehouse Premises, situate vertisemen 
“Solicitors Journal” must be authenticated | ~ ang being No. 36, Milton-street, Fore-street, inthe | Full particulars as above. I 
by the Pas eves City ot London, comprising three light floars of | — — ——$—$_$______- for ¢ 
name 0 é wruer. warehouses, counting-nouse, basement, warehou3e, | 7 "7 aW 
we.,&c. Let. Lease at the very nominal ‘rent of | BY ORDER OF THE MORTGAGEES — 


£120 per annum, but estimated to be worth about 


Absolute Reversion to one Moiety of the Investment 
£200 per annum. LE 


of a Sum of £2,576 14s. 8d., subject to the life of a 


R. OHARLES JAMES LANGTON Lady aged 85; also Policy of Assurance for £590. 
M ®t tars, hunen elanetoa agonsned | M[*SSR8, HUMBBRE, SON. & FLINT 
= is 5 - ‘ . io ° , ‘ ), * I) f 7 ’ N, ; . - * 
Where dificulty is experienced in procuring the |i), will QBFER for BALE by AUCTION, wf the | irate Souennonse yar, HG) on FRIDAY" the 
I 5 : i a P iano), City of London, on THURSDAY, JULY 24, | 18th JULY. 1890, at TWO o’cl ck recisely, the 
ournal with regularity in the Country, ut 1890, at ONE o’elock recisely, the above FKEE- ie INTEREST and LIF# 
HOLD WAREHOUSE PROPERTY, in One Lot. Particulars of Géorge Carter Morrison, Esq., 


7 cathy ij 4 direc . 
is requested that application be made direct particulars and conditions of sale can be obtained Solicitor, Reigate; Messrs. Morrisons, Solicitors. 94, 
’ of Messrs. Lucas & Son, Solicitors. 50, Fenchurch- | Oannon-street, E.U.; at the Mart, E O.; and of the 
to the Publisher. street, E.C.; and of Mr. Charles James Langton, | Auctioneers, 11, Serie-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.U, 
Auctioneer, 9, Union-court, Old Broad-street, E.U. and Watford, Herts. 





THE LAW GUARANTEE & TRUST SOGIETY, 


LIMITED, 











SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 








Heap Orrice: 9, Serie strect, Lincoln’s-inn, London, General Manager and Secretary, THOS, R. RONALD. 
TRUSTEES : 
The Hon. BARON POLLOCK. The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE DAY. 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE KAY. The Hon. Mr, JUSTICE GRANTHAM, 
OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: > 


1 FIDELITY GUARANTEES, iven on behalf of Clerks, Cashiers 1V.—~DEBENTURES and BANK DEPOSITS insured. 
* 





Fs] others, # pone rye f LF Prystocs in Dagkrapser, Liqui- . XT UN Ee Lop Daan SO mam &c, The Society acts as Trustee 
datas Recet under y "THOTIS Iding er t ‘or DD benture an ns. 
where required ; ~ J oe a oe VL—TRUSTEESHIP. The Soclety is also prepared to be appointed Trustee 
1 VOM MITT ERY BONDS granted. jeither in existing Trusts or in those to be hereafter created. | 
Be ISTE into at moderate rates, | special Prospectus. 
IL— BAIL BONDS . | VIL—TITLES GUARANTEED ainsd defect in same). 
ui AGE INSURANCES costed. | Pr USNR Acts GU ARENIMED (xe to duo performance) 
‘ Vor tarther particulars apply to the Head Office, as above, or to any of the Branches :~ ; 
* Ory +o, H, Mildre ecourt, Poultry, B.C. Kowpvuacn: (4, Georgestreet, Duptin: 11, Westmorcland-street, BiuMinguam: 104, Oolmore-row, : 
7 ? mh, ers pg GLASGOW : 18. Hoyal Exchange-equare, LAVERPOOL: 6, York buildings, 14, Dale-street. MAanouweruy ; 61, King-street. : 





